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INTRODUCTION. 


Mount  Jot  is  a  beautiful  Borough,  twelve  miles  west  of  Lancas¬ 
ter  city.  It  contains  nearly  2000  inhabitants,  distinguished  for  mo¬ 
rality,  intelligence  and  hospitality.  Its  factories  and  foundries,  mills 
and  workshops  furnish  employment  for  numerous  mechanics,  increase 
the  wealth  of  their  proprietors,  and  add  immensely  to  the  business 
and  prosperity  of  the  place.  Its  stores  are  filled  with  everything 
in  the  way  of  comfort  and  luxury.  Schools  and  Academies  of  the 
first  order  dispense  the  blessing  of  a  good  education,  not  only  to 
the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  neighbourhood,  but  also  to  ladies 
and  gentlemen  from  every  part  of  the  country. 

The  Churches  are  five  in  number:  the  Lutheran,  the  Presbyte¬ 
rian,  the  Methodist  Episcopal,  the  German  Methodist,  and  the 
Winebrennarian.  As  this  last  term  may  be  new  to  some  of  our 
readers,  we  will  give  a  word  of  explanation. 

A  number  of  years  ago,  the  Bev.  John  Winebrenner,  for  some 
reason  or  other,  withdrew,  or  was  expelled,  from  the  denomination 
to  which  he  had  belonged.  His  views  on  baptism  were  for  some 
time  unsettled.  Whether  three  dips  or  one  dip  constituted  the 
ordinance,  occupied  his  thoughts  for  a  long  period.  He  had  baptized 
by  sprinkling,  then,  as  we  have  been  informed  by  eye-witnesses,  he 
baptized  by  dipping  three  times,  and  now  is  satisfied  with  one  dip. 
He  became  the  founder  of  a  sect.  His  followers  call  themselves 
the  Church  of  God.  Everybody  else  calls  them  Winebrennarians. 
They  believe  in  salvation  for  all  men,  and  hold  the  noisiest  kind 
of  revivals.  They  wash  each  other’s  feet,  hold  to  immersion,  and 
look  upon  infant  baptism  with  a  shuddering  horror.  Their  preach¬ 
ers  are  itinerant.  In  the  spring  of  1856,  Piev.  A.  Swartz  was  the 
pastor  of  the  Winebrennarian  Church  in  Mount  Joy.  To  prepare 
his  converts  for  immersion,  he  preached  several  sermons  on  the 
subject. 

On  a  beautiful  summer  day  when  the  frost  and  snow  and  ice  had 
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disappeared,  and  tire  water  was  becoming  pleasant  for  a  bath,  the 
shepherd  led  forth  his  flock  through  the  green  pastures,  and  beside 
the  running  waters,  bearing  the  tender  lambs  in  his  bosom,  and 
encouraging  them  to  obey  cheerfully  all  the  commands  of  their 
Lord.  In  the  presence  of  a  vast  multitude  the  usual  ceremonies 
were  performed,  and  the  crowd  retired  to  their  homes. 

Rev.  T.  Montgomery,  who  was  pastor  of  the  M.  E.  Church  in 
Mount  Joy,  was  requested  to  preach  on  Baptism,  by  a  number  of 
his  friends,  whose  attention  was  particularly  drawn  to  the  subject 
by  the  above  mentioned  occurrences.  He  complied  with  their  re¬ 
quest,  and  preached  four  sermons;  two  on  the  mode,  and  two  on 
infant  baptism. 

Mr.  Swartz  was  present  at  the  delivery  of  the  third,  and  made 
copious  notes.  The  next  day  he  met  Mr.  Montgomery  on  the 
street,  and  challenged  him  to  a  discussion. 

The  next  morning  the  arrangements  were  made,  and  the  articles 
drawn  up  and  signed  by  both  parties.  They  agreed  that  the  open¬ 
ing  and  closing  speeches  should  be  half  an  hour,  and  the  others 
twenty  minutes.  Mr.  Montgomery  chose  Rev.  M.  G.  Marple  as 
his  Moderator.  Mr.  Swartz  chose  Mr.  John  Server.  These  two 
chose  Mr.  Kelly  as  President. 

The  following  are  the  propositions  discussed: 

1.  I  affirm  that  the  immersion  in  water  of  a  proper  subject,  in 

the  name  of  the  Trinity,  is  the  only  action  of  Christian  Baptism 
ordained  by  Jesus  Christ.  A.  Swartz. 

2.  I  affirm  that  sprinkling  or  p'ouring  water  upon  a  suitable  subject, 
in  the  name  of  the  Trinity,  is  Christian  or  Scriptural  Baptism. 

T.  Montgomery. 

3.  I  affirm  that  the  Scriptures  teach  that  infants  should  be  bap¬ 
tized.  T.  Montgomery. 

4.  I  affirm  that  believers  are  the  only  subjects  of  Christian  Bap¬ 
tism.  A.  Swartz. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  Swartz,  the  third  and  fourth  propositions, 
relating  to  infant  baptism,  were  taken  up  and  discussed  first. 

On  Tuesday  morning,  July  15th,  1856,  the  parties  met,  accord¬ 
ing  to  previous  agreement  ‘and  notice,  in  the  M.  E.  Church  at 
Mount  Joy,  Lancaster  County,  Penna.  The  debate  on  Infant 
Baptism  was  closed,  Wednesday  evening,  July  16th.  The  debate 
on  Immersion  commenced  in  the  Winebrennarian  Church  on 
Thursday  morning,  July  17th,  according  to  previous  arrangement, 
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and  was  closed,  Friday  evening,  July  18th.  The  audience  were 
allowed  to  make  their  decision  in  their  own  minds,  no  official  deci¬ 
sion  having  been  called  for. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion,  Mr.  Winebrenner,  who  had 
been  present  during  the  whole,  as  Mr.  Swartz’  reporter,  for  he 
was  certainly  not  Mr.  Montgomery’s,  said  that  he  would  give  the 
debaters  the  privilege  of  publishing  their  speeches  in  his  paper, 
“  The  Church  Advocate.”  Mr.  Montgomery  immediately  ex¬ 
pressed  his  acceptance  of  the  offer;  but  Mr.  Swartz  declined,  for 
the  reason  that  he  was  about  to  publish  a  book,  and  did  not  wish  its 
contents  forestalled.  Yet  Mr.  Winebrenner  had  the  boldness  and 
the  wickedness  to  say  that  Mr.  Montgomery  declined  his  offer. 
The  following  are  his  own  words  as  they  appeared  in  “  The  Church 
Advocate,”  edited  and  published  at  that  time  in  Harrisburg,  by 
John  Winebrenner,  Y.  D.  M. 

“We  did  offer,  at  the  close  of  the  debate,  to  let  each  of  the 
parties  write  out  a  sketch  of  their  own  respective  speeches,  and  we 
would  publish  them  instead  of  our  own  notes.  This  they  declined 
doing ;  hence,  as  we  said,  we  shall  now  tell  the  story  in  our  own 
way,  from  our  own  notes  and  recollection.” 

What  can  the  public  think  of  a  man  who  in  such  a  bare-faced 
way  violates  the  truth  ?  He  did  tell  a  part  of  the  story  in  his  own 
way.  He  only  published  a  part  of  the  debate.  He  did  not  give 
his  readers  an  opportunity  to  judge  of  the  whole  discussion.  He 
mangled  and  mutilated  Mr.  Montgomery’s  speeches  in  such  a  hor¬ 
rible  manner,  that  they  did  not  bear  in  his  hands  the  slightest  re¬ 
semblance  to  the  original.  On  the  other  hand,  he  dressed  up  Mr. 
Swartz’  according  to  the  best  of  his  ability,  and  put  the  best  coat 
on  him  that  he  possessed. 

It  is  in  self-defence  that  this  pamphlet  goes  forth  to  the  world. 
The  reader  will  please  to  notice  one  fact.  The  speeches  of  Mr. 
Swartz  are  given  precisely  as  they  came  from  the  hands  of  Mr. 
Winebrenner.  We  might  have  taken  the  same  liberty  with  Mr. 
Swartz  as  Mr.  Winebrenner  did  with  Mr.  Montgomery.  But  we 
preferred  to  give  them  all  the  favour  that  could  be  given. 

The  “  Trial  of  Mr.  Pedobaptist”  was  published  last  fall  under  the 
superintendence  of  the  Winebrcnnarians,  and  is  considered  one  of 
their  standard  works.  We  know  not  what  its  circulation  may  be. 
It  is  possible  that  the  notice  taken  of  it  in  this  pamphlet  may  assist 
in  its  sale.  We  care  not  how  many  are  sold.  We  hope  that 
all  who  may  read  it  will  bear  in  mind  the  design  of  the  author. 
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The  Debate  between  Mr.  Major  and  Mr.  Kohr  deserves  a  notice. 
The  sect  to  which  the  latter  gentleman  belongs,  and  of  which  he  is 
a  Bishop,  is  one  of  the  most  bigoted  in  the  world.  They  will  stop 
their  ears  when  a  member  of  another  sect  is  praying  or  preaching ; 
and  they  imagine  themselves  the  only  disciples  of  Christ  on 
earth.  Further  particulars  may  be  gleaned  from  the  discussion. 
In  the  speeches  of  Mr.  Kohr,  there  was  neither  order  nor  reasoning. 
One  address  was  merely  a  repetition  of  another;  and  in  giving  one 
we  give  the  whole.  We  regret  that  we  are  not  able  to  do  justice 
to  Mr.  Major.  His  noble,  eloquent  and  masterly  defence  of  the 
M.  E.  Church  was  beyond  all  praise. 

Our  kind  readers  will  please  to  remember  that  nearly  all  of  the 
speeches,  in  Part  First,  were  written  from  recollection.  This  re¬ 
mark  applies  particularly  to  those  of  Mr.  Montgomery.  The 
questions,  or  rather  the  assertions,  that  created  so  much  capital, 
will  be  found  noticed  in  the  proper  place. 

As  this  pamphlet  has  been  written  in  a  very  hasty  manner,  at 
the  repeated  and  urgent  solicitations  of  friends,  we  trust  that  they 
will  pardon  its  great  want  of  the  graces  of  composition,  and  its 
other  manifold  imperfections. 


PART  I 


AN  OUTLINE  OF  THE 


DEBATE 


BETWEEN 


REV.  A.  SWARTZ  AND  REV.  T.  MONTGOMERY, 


ON  THE  SUBJECTS  AND  MODES  OF 


BAPTISM. 


HELD  AT 

MOUNT  JOY,  LANCASTER  COUNTY,  PA., 


JULY  15,  16,  17,  &  18,  1857. 


DEBATE  ON  INFANT  BAPTISM. 


ME.  MONTGOMERY'S  FIRST  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President  ! — In  the  word  of  God  we  are  commanded  to 
“be  ready  always  to  give  an  answer  to  every  man  that  asketh  you 
a  reason  of  the  hope  that  is  in  you,  with  meekness  and  fear.”  It 
is  also  enjoined  that  we  “should  earnestly  contend  for  the  faith 
which  was  once  delivered  to  the  saints.”  We  live  in  a  land  of  civil 
and  religious  liberty.  There  are  none  to  molest  or  make  us  afraid. 
In  the  performance  of  our  duties  as  Christians,  and  in  the  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  our  privileges  as  citizens,  we  have  assembled  to-day  to  in¬ 
vestigate  the  subject  of  Infant  Baptism. 

1  affirm  that  the  Scriptures  teach  that  infants  should  be  baptized. 
The  doctrine  of  the  M.  E.  Church  is  as  follows:  “We  hold  that  all 
children,  by  virtue  of  the  unconditional  benefits  of  the  atonement, 
are  members  of  the  kingdom  of  God,  and,  therefore,  graciously  en¬ 
titled  to  baptism.”  This  quotation  imbodies  our  first  argument. 

The  Scriptures  teach  that  all  children  are  in  a  state  of  grace. 
Our  Saviour  teaches  this  great  truth  in  those  beautiful  words: 
“Suffer  little  children,  and  forbid  them  not,  to  come  unto  me;  for 
of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven.”  The  Apostle  confirms  it,  when 
he  says:  “As  by  the  offence  of  one,  judgment  came  upon  all  men 
unto  condemnation;  even  so  by  the  righteousness  of  one,  the  free 
gift  came  upon  all  men  unto  justification  of  life.” 

The  salvation  of  those  children  that  die  in  infancy  rests  upon 
these  Scriptures.  Through  the  merits  of  the  Redeemer  they  are 
prepared  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  bliss  of  heaven. 

As  all  children,  by  virtue  of  the  unconditional  benefits  of  the 
atonement,  are  members  of  the  kingdom  of  God,  so  if  they  would 
all  die  during  infancy,  they  would  all  enter  the  heavenly  world. 
Being  thus  qualified  for  the  church  triumphant — for  the  society  of 
those  who  have  washed  their  robes  and  made  them  white  in  the 
blood  of  the  Lamb — for  companionship  with  angels  and  archangels, 
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they  are  certainly  qualified  for  admission  into  the  church  militant. 
Being  qualified  for  admission,  they  are  entitled  to  the  sign  of  ad¬ 
mission,  which  is  Baptism.  This  is  our  first  Argument. 

Whatever  may  he  the  opinions  of  infidels  or  atheists,  or  profess¬ 
ing  Christians — whatever  may  be  the  practices  of  ancient  or  modern, 
oriental  or  occidental  heathen,  of  this  we  are  sure,  that  the  Scrip¬ 
tures  teach  that  children  have  a  right  to  the  kingdom  of  heaven, 
— that  they  have  a  right  to  membership  in  the  church  of  God  on 
earth, — and  consequently  they  have  a  right  to  the  ordinance  of  ad¬ 
mission  into  the  visible  church. 

Here  then  is  the  foundation  of  our  first  argument.  A  foundation 
so  strong  that  all  the  storms  and  hurricanes  of  the  prince  of  dark¬ 
ness  cannot  shake  it — a  foundation  as  firm  as  the  word  of  God,  which 
shall  stand  when  the  heavens  and  the  earth  have  passed  away. 

JIB.  SWARTZ’  FIRST  REPLY- 

To  this  speech  and  argument,  brother  Swartz  replied,  by  showing 
the  inconsistency  between  the  Methodist  discipline  and  the  action 
of  their  late  General  Conference;  and  the  palpable  contradiction 
between  their  doctrine  and  practice.  He  then  laid  down  the 
general  principle,  that  every  religious  institution  must  be  founded 
upon  Divine  authority;  and  showed  from  the  admissions  of  eminent 
Catholic  and  Protestant  divines:  such  as  Bishop  Hughes,  Profs. 
Stuart,  Wood,  Jewett,  Neander,  and  others,  that  infant  baptism 
was  not  taught  in  the  Scriptures — that  there  wras  neither  precept 
nor  example  in  favour  of  it,  and  that  two  things  wTere  necessary  to 
the  proof, — infants  and  baptism.  All  these  points  he  dared  his 
opponent  to  meet. 

HR.  MONTGOMERY'S  SECOND  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President  ! — When  my  opponent  asserts  that  the  discipline 
of  the  M.  E.  Church  is  at  variance  with  the  action  of  the  late  Ge¬ 
neral  Conference,  he  is  labouring  under  a  great  mistake.  Both  the 
Discipline  and  the  General  Conference  recognise  and  teach  the 
doctrine  of  total  depravity,  while  at  the  same  time  they  inculcate 
the  glorious  truth,  that  the  unconditional  benefits  of  Christ’s  atone¬ 
ment  extend  to  all  children.  The  gentleman  with  a  great  flourish 
of  trumpets,  proclaimed  to  the  world,  that  he  would  blot  the  M.  E. 
Church  from  existence,  and  give  it  an  everlasting  quietus.  Sir! 
The  M.  E.  church  came  into  being  long  before  my  opponent  or  his 
little  sect  had  seen  the  light  of  day,  and  long  after  both  of  them 
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are  dead  and  buried  and  forgotten,  the  M.  E.  church  shall  be  press¬ 
ing  on  like  the  morning  light,  “fair  as  the  moon,  clear  as  the  sun, 
and  terrible  as  an  army  with  banners,”  to  her  magnificent  destiny. 
He  talks  about  annihilating  the  M.  E.  church.  As  well  might  a 
monkey  talk  about  annihilating  the  empire  of  Great  Britain. 

We  are  here  on  the  present  occasion  to  prove  that  there  is  divine 
authority  for  Infant  Baptism.  We  have  already  proved  that  they 
have  a  right  to  Baptism  from  the  words  of  our  Saviour.  This  is 
certainly  divine  authority.  Here  we  have  both  infants  and  bap¬ 
tism.  My  opponent  expressly  admitted  my  premises.  He  could 
not  help  himself.  He  believes  either  in  infaut  salvation,  or  in  in¬ 
fant  damnation.  There  is  no  middle  course.  He  professes  his  be¬ 
lief  in  the  salvation  of  infants.  The  ground  of  his  belief  must  be 
the  words  of  our  Saviour:  “  Suffer  little  children,  and  forbid  them 
not,  to  come  unto  me,  for  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven.”  The 
moment  we  admit  the  salvation  of  infants,  we  are  compelled  to  ad¬ 
mit  Infant  Baptism.  For  if  they  can  enter  the  heavenly  church, 
who  can  refuse  them  admission  into  the  earthly  church?  There  is 
no  use  of  quibbling  about  the  word  such.  I  will  give  an  illustration 
that  will  make  our  interpretation  plain.  Suppose  you  go  into  the 
store  of  one  of  these  merchants.  In  payment  for  your  purchase, 
you  present  a  piece  of  money.  The  clerk  refuses  to  receive  it.  You 
appeal  to  the  merchant.  The  merchant  says  they  receive  such 
money.  How  would  you  understand  the  word  such?  You  would 
understand  it  as  referring  to  the  piece  of  money  you  had  presented. 
The  clerk  would  understand  the  decision  of  the  merchant  in  the 
same  way,  and  would  receive  your  money.  Thus  we  see,  that  when 
our  Saviour  said,  “  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven,”  he  taught  that 
those  children  that  were  presented  to  him  were  of  the  kingdom  of 
heaven,  and  that  all  children  stood  in  the  same  relation.  We  have 
our  opponent  now  in  a  close  corner.  We  have  him  just  as  secure 
as  a  rat  in  a  steel  trap.  Argumentatively  he  is  both  a  prisoner  and 
a  dead  man. 


MR.  SWARTZ’  SECOND  REPLY. 

He  said  the  gentleman  had  taken  good  care  not  to  reply  to  any 
of  his  questions.  He  had  not  and  could  not  reconcile  the  inconsis¬ 
tency  and  absurdity  of  the  action  of  the  late  Conference;  neither 
had  the  gentleman  offered  a  single  proof  in  support  of  his  position, 
that  “  parents  were  bound  to  have  their  children  baptized.”  As 
to  his  doctrine  of  identity,  drawn  from  the  phrase  “of  such,”  &c., 
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it  proved  nothing  in  favour  of  baptism.  And  if  it  proved  anything, 
it  proved  too  much.  It  would  exclude,  according  to  his  opponent’s 
interpretation,  all  adults — yea,  everybody,  except  infants  from  the 
kingdom  of  heaven.  He  again  demanded  proof  that  Jesus  Christ 
had  instituted  infant  baptism ;  challenged  him  to  reconcile  the  dif¬ 
ficulties,  and  to  meet  the  questions  he  had  put  to  him. 

ME.  MONTGOMERY’S  THIRD  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President! — Bold  and  baseless  were  the  terms  with  which 
my  opponent  gave  the  climax  to  his  last  speech,  and  we  may  safely 
say,  that  bold  and  baseless  were  nearly  all  his  assertions.  Bold  and 
baseless  was  his  assertion  that  children  must  become  backsliders 
before  joining  the  M.  E.  Church.  Bold  and  baseless  was  his  asser¬ 
tion  that  Richard  Watson  believed  that  salvation  came  by  Baptism 
merely.  Bold  and  baseless  was  his  assertion  that  the  M.  E.  Church 
had  knocked  its  brains  out  by  the  action  of  the  late  General  Con¬ 
ference.  Bold  and  baseless  was  his  assertion  that  all  Roman  Ca¬ 
tholic  authorities  admitted  that  there  was  no  foundation  in  Scrip¬ 
ture  for  infant  baptism. 

We  now  proceed  to  our  second  argument.  The  Scriptures  teach 
that  the  church  of  God,  in  substance,  has  always  been  the  same 
under  the  Jewish  and  Christian  dispensations.  In  Matt.  xxi.  33 
— 43,  it  is  compared  to  a  vineyard.  The  vineyard  has  not  been 
changed,  but  the  husbandmen  that  would  not  render  the  fruit  in 
its  season,  have  been  replaced  by  those  who  would  be  more  faithful 
in  the  discharge  of  their  duties.  The  care  of  the  vineyard  has  been 
taken  from  the  Jews  and  given  to  the  Gentiles.  The  same  doctrine 
is  taught  in  chap.  xxii.  1-10,  of  the  same  gospel.  In  Acts  vii.  38, 
it  is  called  by  the  same  name  as  in  Ps.  xxii.  22.  Also  compare 
Ileb.  ii.  12,  with  Ps.  xl.  9.  In  Rom.  xi.  1G-24,  it  is  likened  to 
an  olive  tree.  The  tree  is  not  changed,  but  the  branches.  In  Gal. 
iv.  1-6,  it  is  compared  to  a  man  in  different  stages.  In  Eph.  ii.  20, 
it  is  compared  to  a  temple,  in  the  foundation  of  which  prophets  are 
placed  side  by  side  with  the  apostles.  Under  both  dispensations 
the  church  had  the  same  object  of  worship,  the  same  moral  law,  the 
same  doctrine  of  a  Mediator,  justification,  sanctification,  resurrec¬ 
tion,  eternal  punishment  and  reward. 

The  Scriptures  teach  that  children  were  members  of  the  church 
under  the  Jewish  dispensation.  They  do  not  teach  that  they  were 
ever  excluded.  Hence,  they  have  a  right  to  belong  to  the  church 
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under  the  Christian  dispensation.  Hence  we  must  receive  them 
into  the  church  below.  Hence,  we  must  administer  to  them  the  rite 
of  Baptism.  The  Bible  teaches  that  the  church  in  substance  has 
been  the  same  under  the  Jewish  and  Christian  dispensations. 
Children  were  received  into  the  church  under  the  Jewish  dispensa¬ 
tion.  They  have  never  been  excluded.  Hence,  we  must  receive 
them  into  the  church  under  the  Christian  dispensation,  by  the  so¬ 
lemn  ordinance  of  Baptism. 

MR.  SWARTZ’  THIRD  REPLY. 

He  started  out  with  a  complaint  that  his  opponent  would  not 
answer  his  questions,  nor  reply  to  his  arguments.  Asserted  that 
infants  were  not  legitimate  subjects  of  moral  government,  and  there¬ 
fore  could  not  possess  a  moral  qualification  for  heaven — their  quali¬ 
fication  for  heaven  was  federal. 

He  again  descanted  on  the  identity  argument,  and  reaffirmed  his 
rules  of  evidence ;  and  next  replied  to  his  second  argument,  founded 
on  the  Abrahamic  covenant,  and  the  identity  of  the  two  churches. 
The  following  summary  of  22  arguments  ‘were  offered  against  this 
doctrine : — 

1.  The  kingdom  was  future,  as  promised  by  Daniel  ii.  44.  2. 

The  law  and  prophets  were  until  John,  Luke  xvi.  16.  3.  The  old 

only  a  shadow  of  the  new,  Hebrews  x.  1.  4.  A  new  pi’iesthood, 

Heb.  vii.  12.  5.  A  change  in  the  law,  Heb.  vii.  8.  6.  New  sub¬ 

jects.  7.  New  observances.  8.  New  way  of  access,  Ileb.  x.  19. 
9.  A  better  sacrifice,  better  promises,  ib.  10.  10.  A  better  inheri¬ 

tance.  11.  On  this  rock  will  I  build  my  church,  Matt.  xvi.  18.  12. 
A  new  birth  the  only  door  of  admission,  John  iii.  5.  13.  A  new 

man  of  Paul,  Eph.  ii.  15.  14.  Foundation  of  the  church,  Eph.  ii. 

20-22.  15.  From  the  marriage  relation,  Rom.  vii.  1,  1  Cor.  iii.  10. 

16.  Ministration  of  life  and  death,  2  Cor.  iii.  6,  &c.  17.  New  co¬ 
venant,  Ileb.  viii.  6-12.  18.  Blood  of  the  New  Testament,  Matt, 

xxvi.  28.  19.  Jesus  the  Mediator  of  the  better  covenant,  Heb.  viii. 

16.  20.  Faith  essential  to  participation  in  the  blessings  of  the  new 

covenant,  Gal.  iii.  26.  21.  Change  in  name,  church  of  Christ.  22. 

The  two  covenants  had  two  different  heads,  Christ  the  head  of  the 
Christians,  and  the  Jewish  founded  on  God’s  personal  promises  to 
Abraham  and  his  natural  seed. 
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MR.  MONTGOMERY’S  FOURTH  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President: — Whatever  is  connected  with  the  atonement 
of  Jesus  Christ,  is  connected  with  the  moral  government  of  God. 
As  children  are  saved  through  the  atonement,  it  is  evident  that 
they  are  legitimate  subjects  of  moral  government.  The  remarks  of 
my  opponent,  then,  in  regard  to  this  point,  fall  to  the  ground.  I 
shall  answer  all  his  questions  to  his  heart’s  content.  What  he  calls 
2 “2  arguments  against  the  identity  of  the  church,  will  he  found  to 
confirm  that  doctrine  in  the  strongest  manner. 

1.  Dan.  ii.  44.  The  kingdom  here  spoken  of  is  the  Christian 
development. — 2.  Luke  xvi.  16.  The  moral  law  and  the  prophets 
are  still  in  the  church. — 3.  Xleb.  x.  1.  The  sacrifices  of  the  Jewish 
dispensation  pointed  to  Christ. — 4.  Ileb.  vii.  12.  Jesus  has  always 
been  the  great  high  priest. — 5.  Heb.  vii.  8.  Not  one  jot  or  tittle 
shall  pass  from  the  law  until  all  is  fulfilled. — 6.  Sinners  have  always 
been  the  subjects  of  saving  grace. — 7.  There  are  no  new  observances 
which  destroy  the  identity. — 8.  Christ  has  always  been  the  door  of 
the  sheepfold. — 0.  Christ  was  the  Lamb  slain  from  the  world’s 
foundation. — 10.  Heaven  is  the  inheritance  of  all  God’s  children 
in  every  dispensation. — 11.  Matt.  xvi.  18.  Christ  is  the  Rock  on 
which  the  church  is  built. — 12.  A  new  birth  was  always  requisite 
to  enter  God’s  spiritual  Church. — 13.  All  the  children  of  God  are 
new  creatures  in  Christ  Jesus. — 14.  The  prophets  formed  part  of  the 
foundation. — 15.  The  church  was  always  the  bride,  the  Lamb’s  wife. 
— 16.  There  has  always  been  a  ministration  of  life  and  death. — 17. 
The  covenant  of  grace  has  always  been  the  same. — 18.  The  blood 
of  Jesus  Christ  saved  under  all  dispensations. — 19.  There  is  only 
one  Mediator,  there  never  was  any  other  than  Jesus. — 20.  Faith 
was  essential  to  salvation  in  all  ages  of  the  world. — 21.  The  church 
has  always  been  the  property  of  Christ. — 22.  Jesus  Christ  has 
always  been  the  head  of  the  church. 

Thus  we  perceive  that  these  so-called  twenty-two  arguments 
against  the  identity  of  the  church,  have  not  the  shadow  of  a  shade 
of  a  particle  of  proof  in  support  of- the  position  they  were  brought 
forward  to  defend.  They  are  all  on  our  side,  wherever  they  are 
relevant. 

My  opponent  says  I  have  not  offered  a  single  argument  in  sup¬ 
port  of  our  position.  Such  an  assertion  is  like  the  rest  he  has 
made.  In  his  own  beautiful  language,  “it  is  bold  and  baseless.” 
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We  have  not  only  offered  arguments  that  cannot  he  overturned,  or 
injured,  or  destroyed,  we  have  replied  to  every  objection  that  has 
been  brought  forward,  and  dissipated  it  into  empty  air.  The  truth, 
sir,  is  mighty,  and  will  prevail  against  all  the  quibbles  and  bold 
and  baseless  assertions  that  may  be  brought,  either  by  my  oppo¬ 
nent  or  all  the  universe. 

MU-  SWARTZ’  FOURTH  REPLY. 

Started  out  with  .a  complaint,  that  the  gentleman  would  not  an¬ 
swer  his  question,  nor  meet  his  arguments.  He  wished  his  oppo¬ 
nent  to  tell  him,  if  children  were  morally  qualified  for  the  church, 
whether  they  were  not  then  also  proper  subjects  of  moral  govern¬ 
ment?  and  if  so,  whether  they  were  not  equally  entitled  to  all  the 
rights  and  immunities  of  the  church,  and  proper  subjects  of  disci¬ 
pline?  In  reply  to  his  covenant  argument,  and  the  identity  of  the 
two  churches,  he  answered  by  saying,  that  there  were  two  distinct 
covenants:  the  Abrahamic  covenant,  and  the  covenant  of  grace — ■ 
that  these  covenants  were  clearly  distinguishable  from  each  other. 

I.  In  their  origin. — The  origin  of  the  Abrahamic  covenant  was 

to  be  found : — 1.  In  God’s  promise  to  Abraham.  This  promise 
was  personal — in  the  land  of  his  fathers — Gen.  xii.,  when  he  was 
75  years  old. — 2.  In  the  promise  of  the  land  which  they  should  in¬ 
herit.  Gen.  xv.  18. — 3.  In  the  covenant  of  circumcision  enjoined 
after  repeating  the  promise  of  the  land.  Gen.  xvii. ;  Acts  vii.  8 ; 
Ps.  cv.  6-11.  2d.  The  origin  of  the  covenant  of  grace,  or  redemp¬ 

tion,  will  be  found  in  God’s  eternal  purpose  to  save  men  by  Christ. 
Eph.  ii.  11.  Many  saints  were  thus  saved,  long  before  the  cove¬ 
nant  of  circumcision  was  made.  Ileb.  xi.  1-7. 

II.  In  their  development. — The  Abrahamic  covenant  received  its 
full  development  at  Mount  Sinai,  and  continued  until  abrogated  by 
Christ,  as  a  typical  institution;  see,  Ex.  i.  24;  Ch.  iv.  8;  Ch.  xiv. 
20.  The  Christian  covenant  in  its  development  was,  1.  Intimated 
to  man  after  his  fall,  in  the  promise  that  the  seed  of  the  woman 
should  bruise  the  serpent’s  head.  Gen.  iii.  15. — 2.  Confirmed  to 
Abraham  and  his  seed  by  the  promise,  “That  in  his  seed  should  all 
the  families'  of  the  earth  be  blessed.”  Gal.  iii.  16,  17. — 3.  Pre¬ 
figured  by  the  services  of  the  law.  Ileb.  x. — 4.  P>y  the  promise 
of  a  new  and  better  covenant.  Jer.  xxxi.  31;  Ileb.  viii.  8. — 5. 
By  the  ministry  of  Christ  and  his  apostles. 

III.  These  covenants  were  distinguished  from  each  other  hg  their 
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door  of  admission. — 1.  The  one  was  by  a  natural  or  fleshly  birth. 
Gen.  xvii. — 2.  The  other  by  a  supernatural  and  spiritual  birth. 
John  iii.  8. 

IV.  In  the  character  of  their  subjects. 

Y.  In  their  religious  ordinances. 

YI.  In  their  official  officers,  and  the  manner  of  their  administra¬ 
tion. 

A  IT.  In  their  respective  heads. 

VIII.  In  their  mission — one  for  a  nation,  the  other  for  all  na¬ 
tions. 

IX.  In  the  time  of  their  duration.  The  Jewish  covenant  was 
abrogated— the  Christian  abides  in  its  benefits  forever.  Ileb.  vii. 
7-13;  Gal.  iv.  22-31. 

MR.  MONTGOMERY’S  FIFTH  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President: — If  the  position  of  the  gentleman  were  the  only 
true  and  scriptural  position,  why  is  it  that  he,  a  man  of  years  and 
experience,  must  have  so  many  of  his  brethren  around  him,  hunting 
for  his  books,  finding  his  references,  putting  arguments  into  his 
mouth,  watching  his  every  utterance,  lest  he  should  make  a  mis¬ 
take,  and  taking  notes  of  my  speeches?  I  am  a  young  man,  inex¬ 
perienced  in  controversy,  and  yet  I  find  no  difficulty  in  bringing 
forth  arguments  that  cannot  be  gainsaid  or  resisted. 

The  remarks  of  my  opponent  in  regard  to  the  covenants,  are 
altogether  a  humbug.  He  says  that  the  promise  to  Abraham  in 
the  12th  chapter  of  Genesis,  was  personal.  A  child  that  can  read, 
knows  better.  The  latter  part  of  the  third  verse  reads  thus:  “And 
in  thee  shall  all  families  of  the  earth  be  blessed.”  How  dare  my 
opponent,  then,  assert  that  this  covenant  received  its  full  develop¬ 
ment  at  Mount  Sinai?  His  remarks  concerning  the  origin,  deve¬ 
lopment,  door  of  admission,  subjects,  ordinances,  officers,  adminis¬ 
tration,  heads,  mission,  and  duration,  only  display  his  ignorance, 
lie  confounds  the  Abraham-ic  covenant  with  the  Mosaic  dispensa¬ 
tion  which  passed  away  at  the  establishment  of  the  Christian  dispen¬ 
sation,  while  the  Abrahamic  covenant  shall  endure  until  the  end  of 
time:  as  we  can  demonstrate  by  the  following  irresistible  arguments. 

1.  In  Acts  iii.  25,  we  read,  “Ye  are  the  children  of  the  prophets, 
and  of  the  covenant  which  God  made  with  our  fathers,  saying  unto 
Abraham,  And  in  thy  seed  shall  all  the  kindreds  of  the  earth  be 
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blessed.”  In  this  passage,  believers  in  Christ  are  called  the  children 
of  the  Abrahamic  covenant. 

2.  Rom.  iv.  11.  “The  father  of  all  them  that  believe.”  Abra¬ 
ham  is  here  called  the  father  of  all  believing  Christians. 

3.  Gal.  iii.  7.  “Know  je,  therefore,  that  they  which  are  of 
faith,  the  same  are  the  children  of  Abraham.”  All  believing 
Christians,  in  this  verse  are  called  the  children  of  Abraham. 

4.  Gal.  iii.  8.  “And  the  Scripture,  foreseeing  that  God  would 
justify  the  heathen  through  faith,  preached  before  the  gospel  unto 
Abraham,  saying,  In  thee  shall  all  nations  be  blessed.”  The  Abra¬ 
hamic  covenant  in  this  place  is  declared  to  be  the  Gospel. 

5.  Gal.  iii.  15-17.  “Brethren,  I  speak  after  the  manner  of  men  ; 
though  it  be  but  a  man’s  covenant,  yet  if  it  be  confirmed,  no  man 
disannulled  or  addeth  thereto.  Kow  to  Abraham  and  his  seed 
were  the  promises  made.  He  saith  not,  And  to  seeds,  as  of  many, 
but  as  of  one,  And  to  thy  seed,  which  is  Christ.  And  this  I  say, 
that  the  covenant  that  was  confirmed  before  of  God  in  Christ,  the 
law,  which  was  four  hundred  and  thirty  years  after,  cannot  disannul, 
that  it  should  make  the  promise  of  none  effect.”  The  word  “pro¬ 
mise”  is  used  synonymously  with  the  word  “covenant.”  Gen.  xii. 

3.  The  Holy  Spirit  saith  the  Abrahamic  covenant  is  still  in  force. 

MR.  SWARTZ’  FIFTH  REPLY. 

Inquired  why  the  gentleman  had  not  his  brethren  in  the  ministry 
with  him.  They  might  put  him  in  the  way  of  meeting  his  argu¬ 
ments. 

Replied  to  the  doctrine  of  infant  membership,  and  their  initia¬ 
tion  by  circumcision. 

Showed  that  baptism  did  not  come  in  the  room  of  circumci¬ 
sion. 

1.  From  their  many  dissimilarities. — 2.  From  John’s  refusal  to 
baptize  members  of  the  Jewish  church. — 3.  From  the  fact  that 
some  of  the  Jewish  Christians  retained  it.  Acts  xxi.  20 — 25.— 

4.  From  the  circumcision  of  Timothy.  Acts  xvi. — 5.  From  the 
fact  that  Jewish  teachers  wished  to  impose  it  on  the  churches 
of  Galatia,  and  many  retained  it  for  years  after  Christ.  Hopkins’ 
sermon  on  the  subject. — 6.  Substitute  one  for  the  other  in  the 
Scriptures,  and  it  will  make  void  the  import  of  baptism. 

Hence  circumcision  was  not  the  door  into  the  Jewish  church, 
neither  did  baptism  come  in  its  room. 
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Read  from  Paid  to  the  Hebrews,  and  from  R.  Watson’s  Insti¬ 
tutes,  to  show  that  Moses  was  the  mediator  of  the  Jewish  covenant. 

Replied  to  the  argument  of  the  Abrahamic  covenant,  and  showed 
that  it  was  abrogated,  as  might  be  seen  from  its  name,  nature  and 
design.  It  is  called  Old  Testament,  ministration  of  death,  &c. — 
and  represented  under  the  figure  of  a  husband,  a  bondwoman,  a 
will,  &c. 

That  faith  is  essential  to  our  relation  to  Abraham.  This  is  evi¬ 
dent  from  the  sign  and  seal  of  the  covenant.  Paul  says,  Rom.  iv. 
11,  “Abraham  received  the  sign  of  circumcision,  a  seal  (not  the 
seal)  of  the  righteousness  of  the  faith,  which  he  had,  yet  being  un¬ 
circumcised;  that  he  might  be  (what?)  the  father  of  all  them  that 
believe,  though  they  be  not  circumcised.”  And  again,  he  says  in 
his  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  “For  the  seal  of  mine  apostleship  are 
ye  in  the  Lord.”  1  Cor.  ix.  2.  When  was  this  seal  abrogated, 
and  a  new  one  substituted  for  the  same  document  ? 

MR.  MONTGOMERY’S  SIXTH  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President, — In  the  manner  of  this  discussion  I  shall  not 
be  governed  by  the  savage  commands  of  my  polite  opponent.  I 
shall  proceed  to  bring  forward  my  arguments  in  my  own  way.  I 
shall  notice  his  remarks  at  my  leisure.  I  should  be  very  foolish  to 
walk  in  the  path  he  marks  out.  It  is  something  like  a  circle,  with¬ 
out  beginning  or  end.  Rev.  A.  Campbell,  one  of  the  greatest  au¬ 
thorities  on  the  side  of  my  antagonist,  says  of  the  Abrahamic  cove¬ 
nant:  “  But  the  covenant,  pregnant  with  blessings  to  the  gentiles, 
through  Christ,  yet  lives.”  Perhaps  Mr.  Campbell  did  not  know 
as  much  as  Mr.  Swartz.  My  opponent  is  so  clear  in  his  argument 
that  some  of  his  followers  are  arguing  in  the  street  that  the  blood 
of  Moses  atoned  for  the  Jews.  It  may  be  that  Mr.  Swartz  believes 
this.  He  says  that  baptism  did  not  come  in  the  room  of  circumci¬ 
sion,  because — 1.  They  are  dissimilar.  We  reply  that  spiritually 
they  are  similar.  2.  John  would  not  baptize  Jews.  Ans.  John’s 
baptism  was  not  Christ’s  baptism.  3.  Some  Jews  retained  it. 
Jins.  In  their  ignorance.  4.  Circumcision  of  Timothy.  It  was 
done  from  expediency.  5.  Practice  of  some  Jewish  Teachers. 
A  ns.  Their  practice  had  no  authority.  G.  Substitution  of  one  for 
the  other  will  not  make  void  their  spiritual  import. 

We  prove  that  baptism  came  in  the  room  of  circumcision  by  the 
following  texts:  Deut.  xxx.  0,  “And  the  Lord  thy  God  will  circumcise 
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thy  heart,  and  the  heart  of  thy  seed,  to  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with 
all  thy  heart,  and  -with  all  thy  soul,  that  thou  mayest  live.”  “  The 
love  of  God  is  shed  abroad  in  our  hearts  by  the  Holy  Ghost  given 
unto  us.”  Rom.  v.  5.  “  He  is  not  a  Jew  which  is  one  outwardly; 

neither  is  that  circumcision  which  is  outward  in  the  flesh :  but  he  is 
a  Jew  which  is  one  inwardly,  and  circumcision  is  that  of  the  heart 
in  the  spirit,  and  not  in  the  letter ;  whose  praise  is  not  of  men,  but 
of  God.”  Rom.  ii.  28,  29.  These  passages  prove  that  circumci¬ 
sion  represented  the  transforming  influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit. 
Matt.  iii.  11,  “  I  indeed  baptize  you  with  water,  but  he  shall  bap¬ 
tize  you  with  the  Holy  Ghost.”  Baptism  represents  the  same 
work  as  circumcision.  What  circumcision  was  to  Abraham,  bap¬ 
tism  was  to  Paul,  “  the  seal  of  the  righteousness  of  their  faith.’' 
Acts  xxii.  16,  Rom.  iv.  11.  Circumcision  was  not  merely  a  fleshly 
mark  to  distinguish  the  Jews  from  the  Gentiles.  The  Egyptians, 
the  Edomites,  and  the  Iskmaelites  were  circumcised.  Circumcision 
was  not  a  pledge  that  the  land  of  Canaan  should  be  given  to  the 
Jews.  Those  other  nations  were  circumcised,  but  they  had  no  pro¬ 
mise  of  the  land  of  Canaan.  The  rite  of  circumcision  was  ob¬ 
served  because  the  promise  that  salvation  would  be  through 
Christ,  was  given  to  children  as  well  as  adults.  The  Apostle  says, 
“  The  promise  is  to  you  and  your  children.”  It  is  evident  that  this 
passage  makes  the  ground  of  baptism  the  same  as  circumcision. 
Children  have  an  interest  in  the  blessings  of  the  atonement. 
They  were  members  of  the  church  under  the  Mosaic  dispensation, 
in  virtue  of  their  being  included  in  the  Abrahamic  covenant,  and 
were  circumcised  in  manifestation  thereof.  Our  Saviour  says  that 
they  are  members  of  the  Christian  church.  In  manifestation 
whereof,  and  also  that  they  are  still  included  in  the  Abrahamic 
covenant,  which  is  still  in  force,  they  should  be  baptized,  baptism 
being  the  seal  of  the  covenant  now,  as  circumcision  was  formerly. 

MR.  SWARTZ’  SIXTH  REPLY. 

The  gentleman  was  certainly  mistaken,  in  his  opinion,  as  to  the 
rules  of  discussion  not  binding  him  to  leave  his  beaten  track  and 
reply  to  my  arguments.  He  was  bound  by  the  established  rules  of 
debate  to  reply  to  the  arguments.  But  he  evaded  it,  and  thought 
it  foolish  to  do  so,  for  the  good  reason  that  he  was  not  able  to 
meet  the  ai’guments.  He  ventured  to  assert  here,  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  would  never  touch  them,  but  remain  as  silent  as  the  grave. 

But  let  me  review  the  arguments  which  were  offered  yesterday 
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by  our  brother,  in  proof  of  infant  baptism.  Now,  what  were  they  ? 
They  were  three,  and  three  only,  viz. : 

1.  Infants  were  morally  fit  for  heaven;  therefore  infants  must 
be  baptized. 

This  argument  I  would  answer  and  refute  by  offering  the  fol¬ 
lowing  syllogisms: 

1.  Heaven  is  a  place  of  moral  purity;  infants  are  morally  pure; 
therefore  infants  must  be  baptized. 

2.  Heaven  is  a  place  of  moral  purity:  angels  are  morally  pure; 
therefore  angels  must  be  baptized. 

8.  Heaven  is  a  place  of  moral  purity:  idiots  and  some  insane 
persons  are  morally  pure;  therefore  idiots  and  some  insane  persons 
must  be  baptized. 

4.  All  morally  pure  persons  have  a  right  to  the  Lord’s  Supper: 
infants  are  morally  pure;  therefore  infants  must  partake  of  the 
Lord’s  Supper. 

These  syllogisms  will  show  the  fallacy  of  the  gentleman’s  first 
argument. 

2.  His  second  argument,  as  offered  yesterday,  in  support  of  his 
proposition,  was,  “that  the  Jewish  church  constituted  in  Abraham, 
and  developed  in  the  Sinaic  covenant,  and  the  church  of  Jesus 
Christ  are  the  same  church;  therefore  infants  must  be  baptized.” 

In  this  argument,  the  premises  and  conclusion  are  alike  false. 
Let  the  gentleman  answer  my  22d  argument  against  this  erroneous 
doctrine,  and  we  shall  see  what  he  can  make  of  it. 

3.  His  third  argument  was,  the  covenant  made  with  Abraham, 
as  recorded  in  Genesis  xvii.  including  all  the  literal  seed  of  Abra¬ 
ham,  through  Isaac  and  Ishmael,  is  the  same  as  the  Christian 
covenant;  and  as  that  covenant  included  all  the  infant  seed  of 
Abraham,  therefore  all  the  infants  in  the  W’orld  must  be  bap¬ 
tized. 

This  argument  is  founded  on  the  same  erroneous  premises. 
The  Abrahamic  covenant,  as  recorded  in  Genesis  xvii.,  had  nothing 
but  the  promise  of  the  land  of  Canaan  attached  to  it,  as  made  to 
Abraham  and  his  natural  seed.  Circumcision  was  not  attached  to  it. 

I  have  thus  subverted  every  argument  he  has  as  yet  offered.  I 
shall  now  promise  to  prove  the  negative. 

ME.  MONTGOMERY'S  SEVENTH  SPEECH- 

Mr.  President, — I  feel  myself  fully  capable  to  answer  every 
argument  that  may  be  offered  by  my  opponent,  or  put  into  his 
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mouth  by  any  of  his  conclave.  In  regard  to  the  rules  of  discus¬ 
sion,  I  know  as  much  about  them,  and  I  shall  be  as  likely  to  observe 
them  as  well  as  friend  Swartz  dare  do.  When  I  have  annihilated 
all  his  bombast,  I  shall  remain  as  silent  as  the  grave.  lie  has  be¬ 
come  tired  of  figuring  as  Socrates  asking  questions,  and  now  he 
struts  before  us  as  Aristotle  with  his  syllogisms.  Shade  of  the 
great  Stagyrite  !  rise  not  in  vengeance  from  thy  ashes  to  rebuke  a 
fool!  What  he  calls  syllogisms  are  the  weakest  sophisms  that  the 
brain  of  an  idiot  might  be  expected  to  produce.  It  is  a  fundamen¬ 
tal  principle  of  logic  that  whatever  is  affirmed  or  denied  of  a  class, 
must  be  affirmed  or  denied  of  each  individual  of  the  class.  Infants 
are  prepared  for  heaven  through  the  atonement.  This  cannot  be 
affirmed  of  angels.  It  is  plain  that  infants  and  angels  do  not  be¬ 
long  to  the  same  class.  My  first  argument  was  not  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  stated  it.  He  has  most  grossly  misrepresented  me.  My 
first  argument  was  as  follows  : — Through  the  atonement,  children 
are  prepared  for  heaven.  Being  prepared  for  heaven,  they  are 
prepared  for  the  Christian  church.  Being  prepared  by  the  atone¬ 
ment  for  the  Christian  church,  they  are  prepared  for  baptism.  In 
my  argument  there  is  more  than  one  syllogism,  but  my  opponent 
being  too  blind  to  perceive  it,  jumped  at  the  bait  and  fell  into  the 
trap.  What  he  calls  syllogisms  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  sub¬ 
ject.  They  prove  nothing  but  the  softness  of  the  head  that  con¬ 
cocted  them.  If  they  were  intended  to  prove  nothing,  then  my 
argument  stands,  and  my  opponent  has  fallen  into  the  pit  that  he 
made  for  me.  My  second  argument  is  as  grossly  misrepresented 
as  the  first.  My  second  argument  is,  that  the  church  of  God  under 
the  Jewish  and  Christian  dispensation  is  in  substance  the  same; 
and  as  children  belonged  to  the  church  under  the  Jewish  dispensa¬ 
tion,  and  have  never  been  excluded,  they  have  a  right  to  belong  to 
the  church  under  the  Christian  dispensation,  and  to  be  initiated  by 
baptism.  It  is  not  my  premises  nor  my  conclusion  that  is  false,  it 
is  the  assertion  of  my  opponent.  In  regard  to  the  Abrahamic  cove¬ 
nant,  I  will  place  II.  Watson  against  A.  Swartz.  “That  the  cove¬ 
nant  with  Abraham,  of  which  circumcision  was  made  the  sign  and 
seal,”  Gen.  xvii.  7,  was  the  general  covenant  of  grace,  and  not 
wholly,  or  even  chiefly,  a  political  and  national  covenant,  may  be 
satisfactorily  established.  The  first  engagement  in  it  was  that 
God  would  “greatly  bless”  Abraham;  which  promise,  although  it 
comprehended  temporal  blessings,  referred,  as  we  learn  from  St. 
Paul,  more  fully  to  the  blessing  of  his  justification  by  the  imputa¬ 
tion  of  his  faith  for  righteousness,  with  all  the  spiritual  advantages 
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consequent  upon  the  relation  which  was  thus  established  between 
him  and  God,  in  time  and  eternity.  The  second  promise  in  the 
covenant  was,  that  he  should  be  “the  father  of  many  nations,” 
which  we  are  also  taught  by  St.  Paul  to  interpret  more  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  his  spiritual  seed,  the  followers  of  that  faith  whereof  cometh 
justification,  than  to  his  natural  descendants.  “  That  the  promise 
might  be  sure  to  all  his  seed,  not  only  to  that  which  is  by  the  law, 
but  to  that  also  which  is  by  the  faith  of  Abraham,  who  is  the  father 
of  us  all,” — of  all  believing  Gentiles  as  well  as  Jews.  The  third 
stipulation  in  God’s  covenant  with  the  patriarch,  was  the  gift  to 
Abraham  and  to  his  seed  of  “the  land  of  Canaan,”  in  which  the 
temporal  promise  was  manifestly  but  the  type  of  the  higher  promise 
of  a  heavenly  inheritance.  Hence  St.  Paul  says,  “By  faith  he 
sojourned  in  the  land  of  promise,  dwelling  in  tabernacles  with 
Isaac  and  Jacob,  the  heirs  with  him  of  the  same  promise  but  this 
faith  did  not  respect  the  fulfilment  of  the  temporal  promise ;  for 
St.  Paul  adds,  “  they  looked  for  a  city  which  hath  foundations, 
whose  builder  and  maker  is  God,”  Ileb.  xi.  10.  The  next  promise 
was,  that  God  would  always  be  “  a  God  to  Abraham  and  to  his 
seed  after  him;”  a  promise  which  is  connected  with  the  highest 
spiritual  blessings,  such  as  the  remission  of  sins,  and  the  sanctifi¬ 
cation  of  our  nature,  as  well  as  with  a  visible  church  state.  It 
is  even  used  to  express  the  felicitous  state  of  the  church  in  heaven, 
Pev.  xxi.  8.  The  final  engagement  in  the  Abrahamic  covenant, 
was  that  in  Abraham’s  “seed  all  the  nations  of  the  earth  should 
be  blessed  and  this  blessing,  we  are  expressly  taught  by  St. 
Paul,  was  nothing  less  than  the  justification  of  all  nations,  that  is, 
of  all  believers  in  all  nations,  by  faith  in  Christ: — “And  the  Scrip¬ 
ture,  foreseeing  that  God  would  justify  the  heathen  through  faith, 
preached  before  the  gospel  to  Abraham,  saying,  In  thee  shall  all 
nations  be  blessed.  So  then  they  who  are  of  faith,  are  blessed 
with  faithful  Abraham,”  they  receive  the  same  blessing,  justifica¬ 
tion,  by  the  same  means,  faith;  Gal.  iii.  8,  9. 

MR.  SWARTZ'  SEVENTH  REPLY. 

Replied  to  Montgomery’s  remarks  on  his  syllogisms,  and  showed 
them  to  be  no  sophism.  Replied  to  Watson’s  note  on  the  rite  of 
circumcision.  Showed  again  the  origin  of  the  Christian  covenant, 
to  wit:  in  the  gracious  purpose  of  God,  to  save  the  world -through 
the  gift  of  his  Son.  According  to  this  eternal  counsel  and  purpose 
cf  God,  saints  were  saved  before  as  well  as  after  the  covenant  with 
Abraham.  Denied  circumcision  to  be  the  initiating  rite  into  the 
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Jewish  church  or  covenant,  and  challenged  his  opponent  to  prove 
it.  Jews  were  born  members  and  not  made  by  circumcision.  The 
Abrahamic  covenant  was  separate  and  distinct  from  the  Christian. 
Hence,  the  one  is  called  the  Old  and  the  other  the  New.  How  can 
both  be  one?  Under  the  new  covenant  all  shall  know  the  Lord. 
This  knowledge  is  incompatible  vTith  infant  membership.  As  the 
church  of  the  first  born  is  a  spiritual  body,  so  the  door  of  entrance 
is  by  a  spiritual  birth.  The  heads  and  services  of  the  two  churches 
were  not  the  same,  but  altogether  different. 

Showred  from  the  allegory  in  Gal.  iv.  that  the  old  covenant  was 
abrogated,  cancelled  and  disannulled;  because  the  bond-woman  and 
her  son  were  cast  out. 

Read  from  Watson,  to  show  that  the  door  or  entrance  into  the 
church  and  kingdom  of  God  was  by  faith  and  the  renewing  of  the 
Holy  Ghost. 

MR.  MONTGOMERY’S  EIGHTH  SPEECH- 

Mr.  President: — The  commission  which  our  Saviour  crave  to  his 

O 

disciples  is  in  the  following  words  in  the  original,  as  found  in  the 
19th  and  20th  verses  of  the  xxviii.  chap,  of  St.  Matthew:  nopfu- 

§evz ‘s$  ua^»]tsvaate  rtavta  ta  z^rv?],  $a.rttiC,ovt£$  avtov j  ft;  to  ovoua  tov  rtarpoj 
xai  tov  viov  xat  tov  ‘ayiov  7tv£vuato$;  ScSasxovt f;  avtov;  f/ipnv  tsavta  ‘ooa  evztu- 
?.a firjv  vpiV  xao  tSov  cyu  /J&’  v/juv  eifJi  rfatja;  ta;  pa;  zw;  t^;  ovvtz'hzia;  tov 

culovo;.  A  literal  translation  is  as  follows:  “Going  forth,  make 
disciples  of  all  nations,  baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the  Father, 
and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  teaching  them  to  observe 
all  things  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you  :  and  behold  I  am  with 
you  always  unto  the  end  of  the  world.” 

As  Mr.  Rice  has  well  observed,  “  This  is  not  a  commission  to  or¬ 
ganize  a  church.”  God  had  long  had  a  church  on  earth,  and  long 
had  the  gospel  been  substantially  preached.  But  the  period  had 
now  arrived,  when  the  privileges  of  the  church,  and  the  bless¬ 
ings  of  the  gospel,  were  to  be  extended  to  all  nations;  when,  as  St. 
Paul  says,  “God  would  justify  the  heathen  through  faith.”  The 
commission  specifies  neither  infants  nor  believers  as  proper  subjects 
of  baptism.  If  you  exclude  infants  from  baptism,  you  must  also 
exclude  them  from  heaven.  The  commission  as  given  by  St.  Mark, 
neither  excludes  infants  from  heaven  nor  from  the  church.  Disci¬ 
ples  were  to  be  made  by  the  means  of  baptism  and  instruction. 
Whether  baptism  or  instruction  is  to  be  first  must  be  determined  by 
circumstances.  Children  are  baptized  and  then  instructed.  Adulls 
are  taught  both  before  and  after  baptism.  As  Jesus  Christ  has  not 
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said  that  teaching  should  always  precede  baptism,  no  mere  man, 
nor  body  of  men,  should  make  such  a  bold  and  baseless  assertion. 
Who  then  are  entitled  to  baptism?  Those  who  are  entitled  to  mem¬ 
bership  in  the  church  of  God.  No  man  can  be  a  member  of  God’s 
visible  church  without  baptism.  We  have  already  proved  that  by 
the  atonement — by  the  identity  of  the  church — by  the  Abrahamic 
covenant — by  the  words  of  our  Saviour,  children  are  entitled  to 
membership  in  the  church  of  God,  and,  therefore,  conclude  that  the 
disciples  were  commissioned  to  baptize  them. 

Acts  ii.  88,  89,  “Then  said  Peter  unto  them,  Repent  and  be  bap¬ 
tized,  every  one  of  you,  in  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ,  for  the  remis¬ 
sion  of  sins,  and  ye  shall  receive  the  gift  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  For 
the  promise  is  unto  you  and  your  children,  and  to  all  that  are  afar  off, 
even  as  many  as  the  Lord  our  God  shall  call.”  The  promise  re¬ 
ferred  to  is  found  in  Gen.  xvii.  7,  “And  I  will  establish  my  covenant 
between  me  and  thee,  and  thy  seed  after  thee,  in  their  generations, 
for  an  everlasting  covenant;  to  be  a  God  unto  thee  and  to  thy  seed 
after  thee.” 

The  similarity  of  expression,  the  analogy  of  the  case,  and  the 
blessings  of  pardon  and  reconciliation  included  in  both  promises, 
are  proofs  that  Peter’s  words  refer  to  Gen.  xvii.  7.  It  cannot  be 
denied  that  all  to  whom  the  promise  applies  have  a  right  to  baptism, 
unless  they  have  forfeited  the  right.  The  promise  applies  to  child¬ 
ren.  They  have  never  lost  their  title.  Hence,  they  have  a  right 
to  baptism. 


MS.  SWARTZ’  EIGHTH  REPLY. 

Replied  to  his  remarks  on  etiquette.  Adverted  again  to  his  syl¬ 
logisms.  Showed  them  to  be  sound  logic,  and  not  sophistry.  Read 
from  Hodge,  Watson,  and  Paul,  to  show  that  baptism  did  not  come 
in  the  room  of  circumcision. 

Noticed  his  first  argument  taken  from  the  New  Testament,  viz.: 
The  commission  given  by  Christ  to  his  disciples. 

The  commission  did  not  authorize  the  making  of  disciples  by  bap¬ 
tism,  but  by  teaching  and  preaching  the  gospel.  A  disciple  is  a 
learner  and  follower.  Infants  could  not  he  made  such. 

Again,  if  infants  were  entitled  to  baptism  because  they  belonged 
to  the  nations,  then  all  other  classes,  even  the  chief  of  sinners,  must 
be  equally  entitled  to  the  ordinance.  This  conclusion,  the  gentle¬ 
man  himself  would  hardly  admit. 

It  is  a  principle  in  constitutional  law,  that  nothing  is  binding, 
but  what  it  expresses;  and  that  what  is  not  expressed,  is  prohibited. 
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Thus,  when  the  constitution  gives  the  right  of  suffrage  to  white 
men,  black  men  are  excluded.  And  thus,  by  parity  of  reasoning, 
when  the  commission  makes  it  the  duty  of  believers  to  be  baptized, 
unbelievers  and  infants  are  excluded. 

His  argument  drawn  from  Acts  ii.  39,  he  said  he  should  notice 
in  due  time. 


MS.  MONTGOMERY’S  NINTH  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President: — Richard  Watson  expressly  says,  “Several 
passages  of  scripture,  and  the  very  nature  of  the  ordinance  of  bap¬ 
tism,  will  show  that  baptism  is  to  the  new  covenant,  what  circum¬ 
cision  was  to  the  old,  and  took  its  place  by  the  appointment  of 
Christ.”  Institutes,  Yol.  II.,  p.  620.  The  apostle  Paul,  in  Col.  ii. 
10-12,  uses  the  following  language:  “And  ye  are  complete  in  him, 
which  is  the  head  of  all  principality  and  power ;  in  whom  also  ye 
are  circumcised  with  the  circumcision  made  without  hands,  in  put¬ 
ting  off  the  body  of  the  sins  of  the  flesh  by  the  circumcision  of 
Christ;  buried  with  him  in  baptism,  wherein  ye  are  also  risen  with 
him  through  the  faith  of  the  operation  of  God,  who  hath  raised  him 
from  the  dead.”  So  certain  is  it  that  baptism  has  the  same  office 
and  import  now,  as  circumcision  formerly,  that  the  apostle  pointedly 
styles  baptism  “  the  circumcision  of  Christ ,”  the  circumcision  in¬ 
stituted  by  him,  and  puts  it  beyond  the  reach  of  false  interpretations 
by  adding  “buried  with  him  in  baptism.”  Here  we  learn  that  both 
Richard  Watson,  and  the  inspired  apostle  declare  to  the  world  that 
baptism  came  in  the  room  of  circumcision.  How  awful,  then,  must 
be  the  audacity  of  my  opponent  when  he  says  that  they  teach  the 
contrary.  Put  it  dowm  as  another  bold  and  baseless  assertion.  In 
reply  to  Mr.  Swartz’  remarks  on  the  commission,  I  would  state 
that  baptism  is  one  of  the  means  of  making  disciples,  that  if  the 
chief  of  sinners  is  prepared  for  heaven,  he  is  prepared  for  baptism 
— that  if  everything  is  forbidden,  that  is  not  expressly  commanded, 
then,  the  observance  of  the  Christian  Sabbath  is  forbidden,  female 
communion  is  forbidden,  and  even  believers’  baptism  is  forbidden. 
1  Cor.  vii.  14.  “Por  the  unbelieving  husband  is  sanctified  by  the 
wife,  and  the  unbelieving  wife  is  sanctified  by  the  husband,  else 
were  your  children  unclean,  but  now  they  are  holy.”  The  doctrine 
of  this  text  is,  that  infants  bear  such  a  relation  to  the  church  as 
necessarily  implies  their  title  to  baptism.  It  proves  that  their  right 
to  baptism  was  not  only  received  in  the  primitive  church,  but  re¬ 
garded  as  an  established  doctrine. 

Y  e  come  now  to  the  practice  of  the  apostles.  We  have  on  record 
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that  they  baptized  Lydia,  Cornelius,  Onesiphorus,  the  Philippian 
jailer,  Stephanas,  and  their  families.  “The  Old  Testament  writers 
use  the  term  house,  in  the  sense  of  family,  with  a  special  reference 
to  infants ;  the  New  Testament  writers  use  the  term  house  in  exactly 
the  same  sense  as  the  Old  Testament  writers;  therefore,  when  the 
New  Testament  writers  say  they  ‘  baptized  houses, ’  they  mean  to 
say  they  ‘baptized  infants.’ 

Take  each  of  the  above  mentioned  cases,  examine  it  carefully,  and 
the  unavoidable  conclusion,  in  every  candid  mind,  will  be  that  the 
apostolic  practice  was  the  same  as  the  practice  of  Pmdo-baptist 
churches  at  the  present  day.  As  our  Saviour  took  infants  in  his 
arms  and  blessed  them,  so  his  apostles  took  infants  in  their  arms 
and  baptized  them. 

MR.  SWARTZ’  NINTH  REPLY. 

Why  does  not  the  gentleman  meet  my  argument  fairly?  The 
commission,  I  said,  points  out  our  duty.  As  in  constitutional  law, 
so  in  it,  what  is  not  expressed  is  prohibited.  I  do  not  understand 
it  to  mean,  as  our  brother  says,  that  wre  are  to  make  disciples  by 
baptism,  in  order  to  teach  them  that  they  might  believe,  and  then, 
upon  a  profession  of  faith,  be  baptized. 

The  three  thousand  on  the  day  of  Pentecost  were  first  taught, 
and  they  first  gladly  received  the  word,  and  then,  upon  the  recep¬ 
tion  of  it,  were  baptized. 

So  likewise  with  the  Samaritans;  they  first  believed  Philip, 
preaching  the  things  concerning  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  the  name 
of  Jesus  Christ,  and  they  were  baptized,  both  men  and  women. 

The  same  thing,  identically,  is  taught  in  Acts  ii.  33.  This  is 
the  gentleman’s  second  proof  text  for  infant  sprinkling.  But  let 
him  observe  that  the  promise  is  uto  as  many  as  the  Lord  shall  call." 
This,  itself,  is  the  promise  of  the  Holy  Spirit  (not  baptism,)  and 
this  promise  is  “to  as  many,”  and  no  more,  as  the  Lord  our  God 
shall  call. 

The  benefits  of  baptism — such  as  remission  of  sins,  the  answer 
of  a  good  conscience  towards  God,  &c.,  clearly  show,  that  believers, 
and  not  infants,  are  the  only  proper  scriptural  subjects. 

The  argument  drawn  from  1  Cor.  vii.  14,  is  irrelevant.  And 
this,  the  gentleman  could  not  give  without  reading  it.  If  that  pas¬ 
sage  proves  the  right  of  infants  to  baptism,  it  equally  proves  the 
right  of  the  unbelieving  parent,  for  both  are  sanctified  by  the  be¬ 
lieving  parent.  But  the  words  “ sanctify  ”  and  “ holy"  mean  law¬ 
ful.  The  meaning  is,  if  they  were  lawfully  married  whilst  in  an 
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unconverted  state,  the  conversion  of  the  one  party  does  not  invali¬ 
date  and  destroy  their  contract  of  marriage,  else  were  their  children 
illegitimate,  but  their  wedlock  being  still  lawful,  their  children  are 
also  lawful,  and  the  unconverted  party  is  still  a  lawful  partner. 

ME.  MONTGOMEHY’S  TENTH  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President: — The  gentleman’s  reference  to  the  apostolic 
commission,  to  the  day  of  Pentecost,  and  to  the  Samaritans,  bears 
the  mark  of  his  usual  weakness.  The  promise  was  to  as  many  as 
the  Lord  should  call  and  their  children.  There  are  benefits  resulting 
from  infant  baptism  as  well  as  from  adult  baptism.  My  opponent’s 
interpretation  of  1  Cor.  vii.  14,  is  simply  ridiculous.  An  argu¬ 
ment  is  just  as  strong  when  it  is  read,  as  when  it  is  spoken.  I 
have  not  occupied  the  attention  of  the  audience  half  as  much  with 
reading  as  Mr.  Swartz  has  done.  I  shall  now  proceed  to  show  that 
the  Christian  church,  from  the  earliest  period,  understood  the  scrip¬ 
tures  as  authorizing  infant  baptism. 

A.  Justin  Martyr ,  a  learned  Samaritan,  flourished  forty  years 
after  St.  John.  He  says,  “Many  persons  among  us,  of  sixty  and 
seventy  years,  of  both  sexes,  were  made  disciples  to  Christ  in  their 
childhood,  and  remained  uncorrupted.” 

B.  Irenseus ,  bishop  of  Lyons,  lived  about  seventy  years  after 
the  death  of  St.  John.  His  testimony  is,  “For  Christ  came  to  save 
all  persons  by  himself;  all,  I  say,  who  by  him  are  baptized  to  God; 
infants,  and  little  ones,  and  children,  and  youth,  and  elder  per¬ 
sons.”  This  was  the  doctrine  of  the  church. 

C.  Tertullian,  presbyter  of  the  church  at  Carthage,  flourished 
thirty  years  later.  He  speaks  of  infant  baptism  as  a  general  and 
long  established  practice. 

D.  Origen,  one  of  the  greatest  of  the  Christian  fathers,  was  born 
eighty-five  years  after  St.  John.  His  evidence  is,  “Infants,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  usage  of  the  church,  are  baptized.”  The  church  received 
from  the  apostles  an  order  to  give  baptism  to  infants. 

E.  A  council  of  sixty-six  bishops  was  held  at  Carthage,  about 
the  year  253,  A.  H.  Their  unanimous  decision  was,  that  infant 
baptism  might  be  administered  before  the  subjects  were  eight  days 
old.  Hone  disputed  infant  baptism. 

F.  Optatus ,  a  Numidian  bishop,  flourished  about  A.  E.,  370. 
He  proved  that  the  church  had  no  doubt  of  the  validity  of  infant 
baptism. 

G.  Gregory  Nazianzen,  bishop  of  Constantinople,  was  born  about 
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A.  P.  320.  He  says,  “Shall  we  baptize  infants?  Yes,  by  all 
means.” 

II.  Basil.  His  practice  was  to  baptize  infants. 

I.  Ambrose ,  bishop  of  Milan  was  born  in  Gaul,  three  hundred  and 
eighteen  years  after  Gregory.  lie  remarks,  that  not  one,  not  an 
infant  is  excluded  from  baptism. 

J.  Chrysostom. ,  the  golden-mouthed  bishop  of  Constantinople, 
was  born  A.  D.  354.  He  declares,  “We  baptize  infants,  although 
they  have  no  actual  sins.” 

K.  Jerome  charges  sin  upon  those  parents  who  neglect  infant 
baptism.  A.  D.  380. 

L.  Augustine ,  a  man  of  great  eloquence,  lived  three  hundred 
years  after  the  apostles.  He  testified  that  the  church  believed  in 
the  necessity  of  infant  baptism. 

M.  The  third  council  of  Carthage,  held  A.  D.  397,  and  the  fifth 
council  of  Carthage,  held  A.  P.  400,  confirm  the  prevalence  ef  in¬ 
fant  baptism. 

N.  Pelagias  says  he  never  heard  of  a  heretic  so  impious  as  to 
deny  the  doctrine  of  infant  baptism.  He  flourished  about  A.  P. 
406. 

O.  Celestius  about  the  same  time  wrote  that  infants  ought  to  be 
baptized.  For  twelve  hundred  years  infant  baptism  was  never 
denied  in  the  Christian  church. 

We  conclude  in  the  language  of  Mr.  Taylor,  “The  Christian 
churches  in  the  North,  in  the  South,  in  the  East,  and  in  the  West, 
never  did  refuse  baptism  to  infants.  Are  the  Baptists,  then,  wiser 
than  all  the  world?  than  all  the  6 Faithful  men ’  of  apostolic  ages, 
and  than  all  their  contemporaries?”  The  argument  from  church 
history  is  unanswerable. 

MR.  SWARTZ’  TEETH  REPLY.] 

Replied  to  his  friend’s  argument  of  household  baptisms — show¬ 
ing,  that  to  make  this  argument  worth  a  straw,  it  must  be  proved, 
not  assumed  and  inferred,  that  there  were  infants  in  those  families. 
But  there  were  circumstances  connected  with  those  household  bap¬ 
tisms  which  clearly  show  that  there  were  no  infants  in  those  fami¬ 
lies.  Yet  I  am  not  bound  to  prove  the  negative.  The  onus  pro- 
bandi  rests  upon  my  friend. 

Answered  the  argument  from  the  Christian  fathers. 

Read  from  Neander’s  History,  who  says:  “  We  cannot  prove 
that  the  apostles  ordained  infant  baptism,  from  those  places  where 
the  baptism  of  whole  families  is  mentioned,  as  in  Acts  xiv.  23; 
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1  Cor.  i.  16.  We  can  draw  no  such  conclusions,  because  the  in¬ 
quiry  is  still  to  be  made  whether  there  were  any  children  in  these 
families  of  such  an  age  that  they  were  not  capable  of  any  intelli¬ 
gent  reception  of  Christianity;  for  this  is  the  only  point  on  which 
the  case  turns.” — Neanders  Church  History ,  page  198,  Phila. 
edit.,  1813. 


MR.  MONTGOMERY’S  CLOSING  SPEECH. 

Mr.  Presidext, — Neander,  in  the  quotation  given  by  my  op¬ 
ponent,  does  not  say  one  word  about  the  Christian  fathers.  The 
opinions  of  friend  Swartz,  and  of  Neander,  may  go  for  what  they 
are  worth  in  regard  to  the  baptism  of  families  by  the  apostles.  We 
have  the  strongest  probable  and  philological  evidence  that  they 
baptized  infants ;  far  stronger  evidence  than  my  opponent  can  give 
for  female  communion. 

As  this  is  my  last  speech  on  Infant  Baptism,  I  will  sum  up  my 
arguments. 

I.  In  the  first  place,  we  proved  that  the  Scriptures  teach  that 
infants  should  be  baptized  because  they  are  in  a  state  of  grace. 
My  opponent  admits,  and  all  his  brethren,  that  infants  are  in  a 
gracious  state;  so  do  Presbyterians,  for  my  arguments  in  support 
of  infant  salvation  were  taken  mainly  from  Dr.  Cumming,  a  Scotch 
Presbyterian.  As  my  opponent  admits  my  premises,  he  is  com¬ 
pelled  to  admit  my  conclusion. 

II.  My  second  argument  is  that  the  Church  of  God  is  in  sub¬ 
stance  the  same  under  the  Jewish  and  Christian  dispensation. 
Children  were  members  of  the  church  under  the  Jewish  dispensa¬ 
tion.  They  have  never  been  excluded.  Consequently  they  have 
a  right  to  church  membership  under  the  Christian  dispensation, 
and  to  the  initiating  ordinance  of  baptism. 

III.  My  third  argument  is  that  children  were  included  in  the 
Abrahamic  covenant,  and  were  circumcised  in  token  thereof.  The 
Abrahamic  covenant  is  still  in  force.  Baptism  has  taken  the  place 
of  circumcision  as  a  seal.  Hence  children  must  be  baptized. 

IV.  My  fourth  argument  is  founded  on  the  great  commission.' 
The  apostles  were  commanded  to  baptize  infants  not  merely  be¬ 
cause  they  formed  a  part  of  the  nations,  but  because  infants  were 
qualified  for,  and  had  a  right  to  baptism. 

V.  My  fifth  argument  is  drawn  from  the  texts,  Acts  ii.  39,  1 
Cor.  vii.  14,  in  which  the  right  of  infants  to  baptism  is  taught  in 
the  most  conclusive  manner. 
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YI.  My  sixth  argument  is  the  practice  of  the  apostles.  They 
baptized  families.  The  word  in  the  original  is  a;**?.  This  word 
implies  infants.  Hence  we  have  the  strongest  reason  to  believe 
that  the  apostles  baptized  infants. 

VII.  My  last  argument  is  taken  from  Church  History.  We 
have  given  authority  after  authority  establishing  the  great  fact 
that  the  denial  of  infant  baptism  is  a  heresy  of  modern  times,  and 
that  the  voice  of  the  Primitive  Church  is  given  unanimously  in 
favour  of  infant  baptism. 

These  arguments  we  consider  conclusive  in  support  of  the  pro¬ 
position  affirmed,  that  the  Scriptures  teach  that  infants  should  be 
baptized.  More  than  eighteen  centuries  have  passed  away  since 
our  Saviour  confirmed  the  right  of  infants  to  all  the  blessings  se¬ 
cured  by  his  death.  For  twelve  centuries  no  man  dared  to  dispute 
that  right.  It  has  been  reserved  for  modern  times,  and  for  rfio- 
dern  men — trampling  upon  the  teaching  of  the  Scriptures,  spurn¬ 
ing  the  example  of  the  apostles,  disregarding  the  venerable  voice 
of  the  universal  Primitive  Church,  to  tear  the  tender  child  from 
the  sacred  bosom  of  the  blessed  Redeemer,  and  banish  it  unblessed 
and  unbaptized  from  his  fold. 

MR.  SWARTZ'  ELEVENTH  REPLY. 

We  have  now  heard  the  sum  of  the  arguments  in  favour  of  the 
gentleman’s  proposition:  “That  the  scriptures  teach  that  infants 
should  be  baptized.” 

These  are  the  old  stereotype  arguments,  but  they  prove  nothing. 
We  have  met  and  refuted  the  whole  of  them. 

His  first  argument  is  an  assumption.  The  Bible  don’t  teach  it. 
His  Presbyterian  brethren  don’t  believe  it.  If  psedo-baptists  are 
at  war  with  themselves  on  this  doctrine,  why  should  we  believe  it? 

Against  his  second  argument  we  offered  twenty-four  objections, 
and  he  answered  none  of  them. 

We  met  all  his  arguments  on  the  covenants,  and  proved  from 
Paul,  Hodge,  and  Watson,  that  our  friend  is  in  error.  Why  did 
he  not  answer  our  arguments? 

We  proved  also  by  various  arguments,  that  baptism  did  not 
come  in  the  room  of  circumcision.  Why  did  not  the  gentleman 
reply  to  them  ? 

We  replied  to  all  his  New  Testament  arguments,  and  showed 
that  they  were  all  fallacious  and  deceptive.  Not  one  of  them  will 
stand  the  test  and  and  scrutiny  of  criticism. 


DEBATE 


ME-  SWAETZ'  FIEST  SPEECH. 

I  am  here  to-day,  to  show  the  reasons  why  we  affirm  the  proposi¬ 
tion,  that  the  immersion  in  water  of  a  proper  subject,  in  the  name 
of  the  Trinity,  is  the  only  action  of  Christian  Baptism  ordained  by 
Jesus  Christ.  The  truth  and  soundness  of  this  proposition  must  be 
determined  by  proper  or  competent  witnesses.  I  intend  to  prove 
my  proposition  from  the  Scriptures,  and  from  the  gentleman’s  own 
best  witnesses. 

But  before  I  enter  upon  this  task,  I  wish  to  lay  down  and  call 
attention  to  several  important  preliminary  facts,  viz. : 

1.  The  word  employed  by  the  Saviour  to  express  the  action  of 
baptism,  is  baptizo,  and  not  bapto.  This  is  admitted  by  Prof. 
Stuart  and  many  other  able  authors. 

2.  Baptism  is  a  positive,  and  not  a  moral  institution.  We  prove 
this  by  the  testimony  of  Drs.  Owen,  Doddridge,  Edwards  and 
others. 

3.  All  we  can  know  of  what  is  duty,  must  be  contained  in  the 
language  of  the  Lawgiver.  There  are  no  implied  rights  and  duties. 

4.  We  are  bound  to  take  the  use  of  all  words  in  their  literal, 
usual  and  popular  sense  or  signification.  Proofs  from  Drs.  Taylor, 
Stuart,  Hill,  Dwight  and  others. 

5.  When  the  Saviour  gave  command  to  the  apostles,  different 
words  were  in  use,  but  he  used  the  term  baptizo  only.  The  words 
expressive  of  other  actions  were  never  used. 

6.  The  action  expressed  by  the  term  baptizo  was  well  understood 
by  the  apostles.  It  was  never  defined,  because  its  meaning  was 
well  known. 

Hence,  our  position  is,  that  baptism  is  that  action  which  is  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  word  baptizo.  Now,  then,  what  is  that  action?  We 
say,  it  is  to  immerse.  And  accordingly  to  baptize  is  to  immerse  or 
dip  a  believer  into  water,  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son, 
and  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  This  is  Christian  baptism,  according  to 
the  teachings  of  the  Holy  Scriptures.  In  proof  of  this  we  shall 
offer: 
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1st.  The  general  admission,  or  voice  of  the  church.  The  Scrip¬ 
tures  teach  but  one  baptism.  Eph.  iv.  5.  The  Church  of  God  has 
always  and  universally  admitted  immersion ,  to  be  a  valid  Scriptural 
baptism.  This  therefore  must  be  the  one ,  and  the  only  one  baptism 
known  to  the  Scriptures. 

ME.  MONTGOMERY'S  FIRST  REPLY. 

Mr.  President  ! — The  gentleman  has  now  got  something  to 
prove.  He  intends  to  try  to  prove  that  immersion  only  is  baptism, 
that  all  who  were  sprinkled,  were  not  baptized,  that  they  have  no 
connexion  with  God’s  visible  church.  Truly  he  has  undertaken  a 
Herculean  task.  More  stupendous  and  more  hopeless,  than  the  at¬ 
tempt  of  the  giants  to  storm  the  abode  of  Jove.  He  lays  down 
certain  preliminary  facts.  The  first  is  that  our  Saviour  employed 
the  word  baptizo.  This  is  no  reason  why  bapto  should  be  excluded, 
if  we  can  be  assisted  in  our  investigations  by  its  use.  The  second 
we  deny.  Baptism  is  both  a  moral  and  a  positive  institution.  The 
third  we  deny.  Both  in  the  sacrament  of  the  Lord’s  Supper,  and 
in  that  of  Baptism,  there  are  many  things  not  expressed  in  the 
language  of  the  Lawgiver.  Mr.  Swartz  knows  this,  and  acts  in 
accordance.  The  fourth  may  be  as  much  in  my  favour,  as  in  that 
of  my  opponent.  The  fifth  is  a  mere  repetition  of  the  first.  The 
sixth  will  be  found  to  recoil  upon  its  author  with  fatal  power. 

Ills  definition  of  baptism  is  very  singular.  He  says  it  is  the  ac¬ 
tion  expressed  by  baptizo.  If  it  is  the  mere  action,  and  if  that  ac¬ 
tion  is  immersion,  then  every  dive  is  a  baptism,  whether  done  by  a 
man,  a  boy,  or  a  dog.  If  the  mere  action  is  baptism,  it  matters 
not  what  the  subject  may  be  in;  whether  wTater,  brandy,  or  mud. 

His  first  argument  is  false.  The  church  of  God  has  never  uni¬ 
versally  understood  baptism  as  Mr.  Swartz  understands  it.  Im¬ 
mersion  has  always  been  regarded  as  one  of  the  modes  of  baptism, 
and  nothing  more.  The  church  of  God  has  always  given  sprinkling 
and  pouring  as  much  authority  as  any  other  mode  of  baptism. 

The  word  baptizo  does  not  mean  necessarily  and  exclusively  to 
immerse.  It  signifies  to  wash,  to  cleanse,  to  purify  in  any  manner. 

I  will  now  give  the  testimony  of  twelve  lexicographers  on  this 
point. 

Scapula  defines  baptizo,  to  cleanse,  to  wash.  Baptismos,  washing. 

Hcdericus  defines  baptizo,  to  cleanse,  to  wash,  to  baptize. 

Stephanus  defines  baptizo,  to  cleanse,  to  wash. 

Schleusner  defines  baptizo,  to  cleanse,  to  wash,  to  purify  with 
water. 


Parkhurst  defines  it,  to  wash  with  water  in  token  of  purification. 

Robinson  defines  it,  to  wash,  to  cleanse  by  washing,  to  wash  one’s 
self. 

Schrivellius  defines  it,  to  cleanse,  to  wash,  to  purify. 

Groves  defines  it,  to  wash,  to  cleanse,  to  purify. 

Bretschneider  defines  it,  simply  to  wash,  to  cleanse. 

Suidas  defines  baptizo,  to  wet,  to  wash,  to  cleanse,  to  purify. 

Wahl  defines  it,  first,  to  wash,  perform  ablution,  to  cleanse. 

Greenfield  defines  it,  in  the  New  Testament  to  wash,  perform 
ablution,  to  cleanse. 

The  authority  of  these  twelve  eminent  men,  is  sufficient  to  prove 
that  baptizo  does  not  mean  exclusively  to  immerse.  It  signifies  to 
sprinkle,  or  pour  just  as  much  as  to  immerse.  This  debate  is  alto¬ 
gether  upon  the  mode  of  baptism.  Mr.  Swartz  says  there  is  no  mode 
but  immersion.  I  have  proved  by  twelve  witnesses  that  mode  is  not 
necessarily  implied  in  baptizo.  One  mode  is  just  as  good  as  another. 

MR.  SWARTZ’  SECOND  SPEECH. 

The  gentleman  had  better  not  shout  victory  till  he  has  gained 
the  battle.  To  insure  this,  he  must  do  a  good  deal  better  than  he 
has  yet  done. 

He  says,  that  we  make  all  men,  who  are  not  immersed,  knaves 
and  hypocrites;  and  that  all  such  are  not  in  the  church,  and  can¬ 
not  be. 

Did  we  say  so  ?  I  will  leave  it  to  the  audience  whether  we  said 
any  such  thing.  If  we  held  baptism  to  be  the  door  into  the  church, 
as  my  friend  and  others  do,  then  we  might  admit  his  inference. 
But,  we  hold  Christ  to  be  the  door  into  the  general  Church,  and  all 
who  believe  on  Him  will  be  admitted.  Then  by  mutual  consent 
and  covenant,  they  become  members  of  the  local  and  individual 
churches.  What  church  did  the  eunuch  join  by  baptism? 

He  has  noticed  and  tried  to  reply  to  my  facts.  Did  he  disprove 
them?  Not  he.  It  can’t  be  done.  I  shall  use  the  principle  and 
facts  laid  do:vn,  whenever  I  think  it  necessary. 

I  said  baptizo  meant  to  dip,  or  immerse,  and  was  never  used  to 
express  the  actions  to  sprinkle  or  to  pour.  The  Greeks  had  other 
words  to  express  these  actions.  He  has  admitted  baptizo  means  to 
immerse.  He  has  also  admitted  immersion  to  be  scriptural  baptism. 
Then  our  position  stands  proven,  so  far  as  immersion,  or  baptism  by 
immersion,  is  concerned.  On  this  point  we  are  agreed;  and  there¬ 
fore  it  is  settled,  and  no  longer  in  controversy. 
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Now,  until  he  can  prove  another  baptism,  my  position  stands 
good  and  firmly  established.  Fully  and  clearly  to  show  up  this 
fact,  I  present  the  following  illustration. 

Suppose  my  friend,  Mr.  Montgomery,  goes  into  court  and  offers 
to  prove  himself  the  only  heir  to  his  father’s  estate.  He  produces 
his  witnesses,  and  they  testify  that  he  is  the  only  heir,  known  to 
the  will  of  his  father.  Their  testimony  is  received  and  admitted 
by  the  court. 

But  in  the  mean  time  two  other  gentlemen  come  into  court  and 
claim  to  be  heirs  also.  They  admit  Mr.  Montgomery  to  be  a  legal 
heir,  but  they  deny  he  is  the  only  legal  heir,  and  they  claim  to  be 
equal  and  joint  heirs  with  him. 

On  whom  will  the  burden  of  the  proof  now  rest?  On  Mr. 
Montgomery,  or  upon  the  gentlemen  wdio  deny  his  sole  heirship  ? 
Surely  not  upon  Mr.  Montgomery.  The  court  will  not  ask  him  to 
prove  anything  more  than  what  he  has  proven,  viz. :  that  he  is  a  law¬ 
ful  heir,  according  to  his  father’s  last  will  and  testament. 

Hence,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  other  two  claimants,  to  show 
by  competent  testimony  that  they  also  are  heirs  according  to  the 
will.  If  this  cannot  be  done,  then  it  remains  an  established  fact, 
that  he  is  the  only  lawful  heir. 

Now,  how  stands  the  case  in  this  debate?  Precisely  analogous 
to  the  foregoing  supposed  case. 

I  affirm,  that  immersion  is  the  only  baptism  known  to,  and  taught 
in  the  Scriptures.  I  have  put  my  witnesses  upon  the  stand,  and 
they  have  proved  it.  I  have  also  called  on  Mr.  M.  and  his  wit¬ 
nesses,  and  they  unanimously  testify  that  Mr.  Immersion  is  a  legal 
heir.  My  work  then  is  done.  I  have  proved  all  that  is  necessary. 

But,  no  sir,  says  Mr.  Montgomery,  you  must  prove,  also,  that 
Mr.  Immersion  is  the  only  heir.  This  is  the  point  at  issue.  Very 
well.  But  to  decide  this  point,  he  has  something  to  do  as  well  as 
myself.  He  must  prove  that  Mr.  Sprinkle  and  Mr.  Pour  are  equal 
and  joint  heirs  with  Mr.  Immersion. 

The  proposition  he  affirms  is,  that  Mr.  Sprinkle  and  Mr.  Pour 
are  equal  heirs  with  Mr.  Immersion.  Of  course,  he  is  bound  to 
prove  it.  Let  him  do  so,  and  my  proposition  falls.  But  until  that 
is  done,  my  proposition  stands  good. 

The  Scriptures  teach  there  is  one  baptism ;  immersion  is  admitted 
to  be  that  baptism ;  therefore,  immersion  is  the  only  baptism,  until 
another  is  proven. 

2.  My  second  argument  is,  that  God  never  commanded  the 
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sprinkling,  or  pouring  of  pure  unmixed  water,  for  any  religious  pur¬ 
pose  whatever.  I  challenge  my  opponent  to  find  a  single  command, 
or  a  solitary  example  for  his  practice,  in  all  the  Bible. 

MR.  MONTGOMERY'S  SECOND  REPLY. 

Mr.  President! — The  gentleman  has  admitted  that  I  had  the 
victory  yesterday.  I  then  may  crow.  He  does  not  intend  to  crow 
and  shout  yet.  We  shall  not  give  him  the  privilege  to  do  so. 

The  gentleman  says  he  does  not  unchurch  us.  He  might  as  well 
say  it.  He  believes  that  Jesus  Christ  positively  commanded  all  his 
disciples  in  every  age  and  in  every  land,  to  be  plunged  under  the 
water.  Now  as  we  refuse  to  be  plunged  under  the  water,  can  we 
be  disciples  of  Christ  in  his  opinion?  No!  Disguise  the  fact  as  he 
may,  deny  it  as  loudly  as  he  pleases,  he  stands  up  before  this  com¬ 
munity  to  prove,  or  rather  I  should  say,  to  make  an  abortive  at¬ 
tempt  to  prove  that  every  professor  of  religion,  by  whatever  name 
he  may  be  called,  who  has  not  been  dipped  under  the  water,  has  no 
connexion  with  God’s  visible  church. 

The  gentleman  denies  mode  altogether.  This  is  absurd.  Every 
action  is  performed  in  some  mode  or  manner. 

Christ  is  the  door.  But  those  who  refuse  to  obey  his  commands 
cannot  enter.  If  Immersion  only  is  baptism,  we  have  not  entered. 
Christ  is  the  door  of  the  spiritual,  invisible  church.  Baptism  is 
generally  regarded  as  the  initiation  into  the  visible  church.  The 
eunuch  by  his  baptism  joined  the  general,  visible  church.  The 
“facts”  of  friend  Swartz  that  are  facts,  are  all  on  my  side.  He 
said  that  baptizo  meant  to  immerse.  We  have  proved  it  meant  to 
wash,  to  cleanse,  which  implies  sprinkling  and  pouring  as  well  as 
any  other  manner  of  purification. 

Let  us  now  attend  to  the  illustration  he  has  given.  Its  lameness 
and  sophistry  are  evident  at  first  sight.  Mr.  Immersion  has  come 
into  court,  and  most  strenuously  has  endeavoured  to  prove  that  he 
is  the  only  heir. 

The  proof  that  he  offers  is  the  word  baptizo. 

Mr.  Sprinkle  and  Mr.  Pour  come  into  court,  and  prove  that  Mr. 
Immersion,  otherwise  called  Mr.  Plunger,  is  a  man  of  the  most 
bigoted  disposition.  That  he  is  endeavouring  to  dispossess  them  of 
their  natural  rights.  They  are  three  brothers,  but  Mr.  Plunger 
now  disowns  them,  and  persecutes  them.  They  offer  the  word  bap¬ 
tizo  as  defined  by  twelve  Lexicons. 

L  The  court  receives  their  testimony,  and  rebukes  Mr.  Plunger. 
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The  Scriptures  teach  that  there  is  one  baptism,  but  they  do  not 
teach  there  is  only  one  mode  of  baptism,  and  consequently  the  as¬ 
sertion  of  my  opponent  is  bold  and  baseless.  The  Scriptures  teach 
that  sprinkling  and  pouring  are  as  valid  as  plunging.  The  gentle¬ 
man  says  that  God  has  never  commanded  the  sprinkling  or  pouring 
of  pure  water  for  a  religious  purpose.  This  is  no  argument.  It  is 
a  mere  assertion.  It  is  begging  the  question.  It  is  assuming  the 
point  in  dispute.  God  promised  to  sprinkle  pure  water  upon  his 
people  and  make  them  clean.  The  promises  and  commands  of  God 
never  clash.  Here  then  is  divine  authority  on  the  side  of  sprinkling. 

MR.  SWARTZ’  THIRD  SPEECH. 

My  opponent  declares  baptism  non-essential,  and  yet  makes  it 
the  door  into  the  church.  We  say  it  is  neither  the  door  into  the 
church,  nor  yet  essential  part  of  Christian  obedience,  and  Chris¬ 
tian  obedience  is  essential  to  future  salvation. 

Will  he  tell  me  what  baptism  is,  if  sprinkling,  pouring  and  im¬ 
mersion  are  only  different  modes? 

I  accept  his  challenge,  to  meet  him  and  discuss  the  subject  more 
fully,  in  a  month  or  two,  just  as  long  as  he  chooses.  I  want  no 
back-door  to  escape. 

I  say  again,  I  did  not  unchurch  them.  If  I  held  baptism  to  be 
the  door,  he  might  say  so;  but  this  I  have  disavowed.  He  holds 
and  pleads  for  this  doctrine.  And  if  he  is  right,  how  can  he  say, 
that  it  is  not  essential,  and  be  consistent?  Let  him  meet  my  illus¬ 
tration  fairly.  Immersion  needs  no  proof.  He  admits  it  to  be 
baptism.  But  his  different  modes,  or  forms  of  baptism  need  to  be 
proven,  because  their  joint  heir-ship  is  affirmed  on  his  part  and 
denied  on  mine.  Here  then,  and  not  on  the  term  only ,  is  the  gist 
of  the  controversy.  Let  him,  if  he  can,  make  good  what  he  affirms, 
Let  him  show  the  heirship  of  Messrs.  Sprinkle  and  Pour. 

My  second  argument  makes  void  his  modes.  My  argument  is, 
that  God  has  not  commanded  the  use  of  pure  unmixed  water  for  any 
religious  purpose.  I  ask  him  for  a  command.  If  he  can  give  none, 
then  my  case  is  made  out.  He  says,  there  is  a  promise,  Ez.  xxxvi. 
25.  But  let  him  observe  that  this  sprinkling  is  an  act  of  God.  “  I,” 
saith  the  Lord,  “will  sprinkle  clean  water  upon  them,”  &c.  Again, 
let  him  remember,  that  by  this  act,  wdiatever  it  refers  to,  God  pro¬ 
mised  to  cleanse  them  from  their  filthiness  and  from  all  their  idols. 

How,  the  gentleman  says,  infants  are  pure;  and  grounds  their 
light  of  baptism,  on  their  moral  purity.  Hence,  the  water  God  pro- 
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mised,  is  not  the  water  of  baptism,  but  that  “water  of  life,”  which 
it  is  his  prerogative  to  give,  and  which  shall  be  in  us  a  well  of  water, 
springing  up  to  eternal  life. 

I  said  my  case  is  made  out.  Immersion  is  admitted  to  he  bap¬ 
tism.  Yet,  I  will  give  another  argument  in  favour  of  it. 

My  third  argument  is,  the  meaning  of  the  terms  used  in  Hebrew 
and  in  Greek,  expressive  of  the  action  of  baptism  ;  Tabel  and  baptizo. 

In  2  Kings  v.  14,  it  is  said,  “  Then  when  he  (Naaman)  went  down 
and  dipped  himself  seven  times  in  Jordan,  according  to  the  saying 
of  the  man  of  God.”  Here  we  have  the  Hebrew  word  tabel,  which 
invariably  means  to  dip  or  immerse. 

ME-  MONTGOMEEY'S  THIED  EEPLY- 

Mr.  President! — Friend  Swartz  is  becoming  blind  and  very 
forgetful.  I  never  said  that  baptism  was  non-essential,  but  he  does. 
Mr.  Swartz  teaches  that  it  is  not  essential  to  obey  Christ’s  com¬ 
mands.  He  is  evidently  losing  the  command  of  his  faculties.  He 
is  getting  sick  of  this  discussion,  and  wants  to  get  up  another  to  re¬ 
deem  his  lost  laurels.  I  have  given  him  no  challenge.  I  repeat  it 
again,  he  is  striving  with  all  his  might  to  make  out  that  we  are  not 
in  the  church  of  God.  His  last  speech  is  almost  as  full  of  contra¬ 
dictions  as  sentences.  He  says  that  immersion  needs  no  proof, 
and  yet  he  brings  it  into  court,  where  nothing  can  be  established 
without  proof.  I  admit  that  immersion  is  one  of  the  modes  of  bap¬ 
tism.  Mr.  Swartz  says  it  is  the  only  mode.  I  shall,  in  the  course 
of  this  discussion,  prove  not  only  that  his  position  is  false,  but  that 
mine  is  true  and  scriptural. 

The  passage  in  Ez.  xxxvi.  25,  reads  thus:  “Then  will  I  sprinkle 
clean  water  upon  you,  and  ye  shall  be  clean.”  The  fact  that  this 
sprinkling  is  the  act  of  God,  gives  it  its  highest  significancy.  What 
the  gentleman  calls  his  second  argument,  as  we  remarked  before,  is 
a  groundless  assumption.  God  the  Son  commanded  his  disciples  to 
baptize  the  nations.  He  employed  the  word  baptizo.  We  have 
proved  that  this  word,  among  other  significations,  means  to  sprinkle. 
God  then  commanded  the  use  of  water  for  the  religious  purpose  of 
baptism,  both  by  pouring  and  sprinkling.  The  phrase  “infants  are 
pure  ”  is  manufactured  out  of  whole  cloth  by  my  opponent.  It  is  false 
that  I  grounded  the  right  of  infants  to  baptism  on  their  moral  pu¬ 
rity,  I  founded  it  upon  the  atonement  of  Jesus  Christ. 

Mr.  Swartz  made  a  great  ado  when  I  referred  to  the  Greek  Tes¬ 
tament.  He  ridiculed  the  idea  of  referring  to  the  original.  He 
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said  he  was  a  man  of  common  sense,  and  made  no  pretensions  to 
education.  Yet  he  founds  his  third  argument  on  Greek  and  He¬ 
brew.  What  kind  of  common  sense  is  this?  One  moment  acknow¬ 
ledging  ignorance  of  the  original  languages,  and  the  next  bringing 
them  forward  as  the  foundation  of  an  argument.  It  may  be  readily 
believed  that  the  argument  is  just  as  mighty,  as  his  knowledge  of 
Greek  and  Hebrew.  The  word  baptizo  we  have  already  explained. 
The  word  in  Hebrew  which  he  brings  forward  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  case.  The  word  tabal  is  gratuitously  dragged  in.  It  is 
only  another  sign  that  the  gentleman  is  far  spent.  He  is  quite 
exhausted.  Common  sense  has  bidden  him  farewell.  Greek  is 
giving  him  a  parting  look — and  he  rushes  in  despair  to  the  Hebrew 
tabal. 

ME.  SWARTZ’  FOURTH  SPEECH. 

The  gentleman  speaks  of  having  met  and  overthrown  my  argu¬ 
ments.  Why,  sir,  he  has  not  touched  them.  I  have  proved  that 
the  church  in  all  ages  has  practised  immersion.  I  have  proved  by 
the  gentleman’s  own  witnesses,  that  immersion  was  apostolic  bap¬ 
tism,  and  that  it  has  always  been  universally  admitted  to  be  bap¬ 
tism,  and  is  now.  It  is  for  him  to  prove  another  baptism,  equally 
valid  and  of  universal  practice. 

As  for  my  second  argument,  how  has  he  met  and  overthrown  it? 
Why,  simply,  by  referring  to  the  promise  of  God,  as  he  calls  it, 
given  by  the  prophet  Ezekiel  xxxvi.  25.  This,  as  tve  have  seen, 
does  not  meet,  much  less  overthrow  my  argument.  God,  and  not 
man,  was  the  administrator  of  that  act.  The  water  of  purifying, 
under  the  law,  was  prepared  in  a  given  manner.  See  Hum.  xix. 
17.  What  we  want,  is  a  command  for  the  use  of  pure  unmixed 
water  for  a  religious  purpose. 

The  baptism  of  the  Holy  Spirit  we  expected  would  be  made  use 
of;  but  we  are  prepared  to  meet  it.  The  modus  operandi  of  the 
Spirit  takes  the  effect  of  the  resembling  object.  God  cannot  be 
poured  out.  It  cannot  be  taken  in  a  literal  sense.  God  is  said  to 
have  hands,  feet,  eyes  and  ears;  but  no  one  understands  this  lite¬ 
rally.  So  the  Spirit  is  said  to  be  in  us  a  well  of  water,  like  a  mighty 
rushing  wind,  and  like  a  dove,  &c. ;  but  who  understands  it  literally? 
Read  Stuart  and  Watson,  who  say,  it  must  be  taken  in  a  figurative, 
and  not  in  a  literal  sense. 

My  third  argument  has  not  been  touched.  Let  him  show,  if  he 
can,  that  the  Hebrew  word  tabel  or  the  Greek  word  baptizo ,  are 
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ever  used  to  signify,  to  pour  or  sprinkle.  I  deny  that  these  terms 
are  ever  used  to  express  the  action  of  sprinkling,  or  pouring,  but 
always  the  action  of  plunging,  dipping  or  immersion.  This  then 
being  the  import  of  these  terms,  and  the  latter  term  the  one  used 
by  Christ  in  the  institution  of  the  ordinance  under  consideration, 
we  offer  it  as  an  irrefragable  argument  in  favour  of  immersion.  Let 
him  meet  it,  and  overthrow  it,  if  he  can. 

MU.  MONTGOMERY'S  FOURTH  REPLY- 

Mr.  President, — If  I  have  not  touched  the  gentleman’s  argu¬ 
ments,  they  must  have  left  the  realms  of  sense  and  taken  their  ever¬ 
lasting  flight  to  the  abodes  of  things  exploded  and  defunct.  If  he 
has  proved  that  immersion  was  apostolic  baptism,  it  has  not  been  in 
the  course  of  this  discussion. 

The  remarks  of  the  gentleman  in  regard  to  the  Holy  Spirit,  and 
the  manner  in  which  they  were  made,  partake  very  largely  of  the 
sin  of  blasphemy. 

He  says  that  God  cannot  be  poured  out.  What  do  the  Scrip¬ 
tures  say  ?  Prov.  i.  23,  “  Behold,  I  will  pour  out  my  Spirit  upon 
you.”  Joel  ii.  28,  “  I  will  pour  out  my  Spirit  upon  all  flesh.” 
Isaiah  xxxii.  15,  “Until  the  Spirit  be  poured  upon  us  from  on 
high.”  I  will  now  give  forty-four  instances  where  baptism  signi¬ 
fies  the  partial  covering  of  the  person  or  thing  in  water,  &c.  Ex. 
xii.  22;  Lev.  iv.  6,  17,  ix.  9,  xi.  32,  xiv.  6,  16,  51;  Num.  xix. 
18;  Deut.  xxxiii.  21;  Josh.  iii.  15  ;  Ruth  ii.  11 ;  1  Sam.  xiv.  27  ; 
2  Kings  v.  11 ;  2  Kings  viii.  15  ;  Job  ix.  31;  Ps.  lxviii.  23;  Luke 
xvi.  21 ;  John  xiii.  26  ;  Rev.  xix.  13 ;  Matt.  xxvi.  23  ;  Mark  xiv. 
28;  John  xiii.  26  ;  Odyssey,  ix.  392;  Cassandra,  1121;  Hecuba, 
iii.  609;  Idyllium,  v.  126,  xiii.  17;  Antiq.  Rom.  lib.  v. ;  Plu¬ 
tarch  ;  Basil ;  Polybius  ;  Porphyry  ;  Strabo  ;  Diodorus  Siculus  ; 
Dion  Cassius ;  Heliodorus  ;  Life  of  Homer  ;  iEschylus. 

I  will  next  give  thirteen  instances  in  which  baptism  means  that 
the  water  or  overwhelming  matter  is  brought  on  the  person. 

Mark  x.  38  ;  Luke  xii.  50 ;  Josephus  gives  three  instances ; 
Plato  five;  and  Aristotle,  Aristophanes  and  Plutarch,  one  each. 

We  now  bring  forward  seven  instances  where  baptism  means  to 
stain,  or  put  a  different  colour  upon  a  thing  from  what  it  had  be¬ 
fore. 

Ez.  xiii.  15  ;  Plato  de  Republica,  book  iv.  ;  Marcus  Antoninus, 
lib.  iii.  v. ;  Isaiah  xxi.  1 ;  Aristophanes  ;  Homer’s  Battle  of  the 
Frogs  and  Mice. 
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We  give  now  seven  instances  where  baptism  is  used  in  the  sense 
of  pouring;  meaning  the  descent  or  affusion  of  a  considerable 
quantity  of  water. 

Judith  xii.  7  ;  John  xiii.  10  ;  1  Cor.  x.  2  ;  Mark  vii.  4  ;  Mark 
vii.  8  ;  Josephus,  lib.  iv.,  c.  iv.,  §  6  ;  Origen  on  1  Kings  xviii.  32- 
35. 

The  following  instances  are  given  where  baptism  is  taken  in  the 
sense  of  sprinkling;  meaning  the  descent  or  affusion  of  a  small 
quantity  of  water,  often  by  way  of  ritual  observance  only. 

Dan.  iv.  33,  v.  21;  Eccles.  xxxiv.  25;  K am.  xix.  11,  19,  20. 

All  these  quotations  can  be  verified  by  turning  to  Taylor.  They 
completely  demolish  the  foolish  assertions  of  my  opponent. 

ME.  SWAKTZ’  FIFTH  SPEECH. 

Read  from  Num.  xix.,  concerning  the  water  of  purifying.  Wa¬ 
ter  and  blood  united,  or  water  and  the  ashes  of  a  red  heifer  com¬ 
bined,  were  the  only  waters  of  purifying  ever  authorized  by  God 
or  ordained  by  Moses. 

My  argument  on  the  baptism  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  is  sustained  by 
Neander,  Hopkins,  Casaubon  and  others,  and  proves  immersion — 
for  the  id'ea  is  to  cover  or  overwhelm. — Nevertheless  the  main  like¬ 
ness  of  the  figure  is  merely  between  the  effects  of  the  Spirit  and 
the  effects  of  water. 

I  have  asked  my  friend,  again  and  again,  to  give  us  a  passage 
where  baptizo  is  used  to  denote  to  sprinkle  or  pour,  but  hitherto  he 
has  not  done  it.  If  such  a  text  can  be  found,  why  does  he  not 
produce  it  ? 

M}r  first  and  second  arguments  stand  invulnerable.  My  third 
one  stands  unanswered  and  unanswerable.  The  term  tabel  in  2 
Kings  v.,  is  a  specific  term.  It  means  one  action,  not  three.  Lu¬ 
ther  translates  it  tavf — u  Ur  taufte  sick  im  Jordan  siebenmal.” 
This  term  is  translated  by  the  Seventy  in  the  Septuagint,  or  Greek 
version,  by  the  word  baptizo ,  the  term  used  by  Christ  and  the  New 
Testament  writers,  for  baptism. 

No  translator  has  ever  ventured  to  render  it  sprinkle  or  pour. 
And  no  Lexicon  has  ever  defined  it  to  mean  sprinkle,  but  always 
to  dip  or  immerse.  Here  I  could  easily  select  from  among  Pedo- 
baptists,  a  long  list  of  witnesses,  who  stand  foremost  among  the 
Reformers,  critics,  and  learned  authors  of  the  past  ages,  to  testify 
in  favour  of  my  position.  I  will  give  but  a  few. 

Luther  says:  “Baptism  is  a  Greek  word,  and  may  be  translated 
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immersion ,  as  when  we  immerse  something  in  water,  that  it  may  he 
wholly  covered.” 

Calvin,  speaking  of  the  import  of  the  term  says:  “  The  word 
baptizo  signifies  to  immerse;  and  it  is  certain  that  immersion  was 
the  practice  of  the  ancient  church.” 

Witsius  says:  “It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  native  signification 
of  the  words  baptein  and  baptizein,  is  to  plunge,  to  dip.” 

This  list  could  easily  he  prolonged  to  almost  any  length  with 
similar  testimony,  from  the  ablest  and  best  writers  in  Europe  and 
America,  but  we  forbear  for  the  present. 

MR.  MONTGOMERY’S  FIFTH  REPLY. 

Mr.  President, — The  old  adage,  “  A  man  convinced  against 
his  will,  is  of  the  same  opinion  still,”  holds  good  in  regard  to  my 
opponent. 

In  the  Scriptures  of  divine  truth  we  do  not  find  that  immersion 
is  any  where  enjoined  as  the  only  mode  of  baptism.  Immersion  is 
not  applicable  to  all  countries,  and  to  all  conditions  and  circum¬ 
stances  of  men.  Immersion  is  frequently  injurious  to  health.  It 
is  also  very  distracting  to  the  thoughts,  which  should  be  calm 
during  the  solemn  ceremony. 

It  is  impossible  that  the  3000  who  were  converted  on  the  day  of 
Pentecost  could  all  have  been  immersed  in  the  short  space  of  time 
that  remained. 

Immersion  in  the  case  of  females  is  opposed  to  delicacy. 

It  may  be  said  that  it  is  ancient.  So  are  the  errors  of  using  oil, 
sign  of  the  cross,  exorcism,  milk  and  honey,  white  garments,  and 
imposition  of  hands. 

Tertullian,  Cyprian,  Gennadius,  Thomas  Aquinas,  and  Erasmus, 
testify  that  immersion  was  not  the  only  mode  of  baptism  used  in 
ancient  times. 

Immersion  was  sometimes  practised,  the  candidates  being  en¬ 
tirely  naked.  What  authority  is  there  for  a  change  1 

Immersion  with  its  appendages  bears  marks  of  a  disposition  to 
improve  on  Christ’s  commands.  The  “  divers  washings”  or  baptisms 
spoken  of  in  the  New  Testament,  were  sprinklings.  The  baptism 
of  hands  w*as  by  pouring.  2  Kings  iii.  11 ;  Luke  vii.  44. 

1  Cor.  x.  2.  The  Israelites  went  over  on  dry  land. 

The  baptism  of  the  Holy  Spirit  does  not  favour  immersion.  On 
the  day  of  Pentecost  the  Iloly  Spirit  came  down  upon  the  disciples. 
The  Holy  Spirit  descended  upon  our  Saviour.  The  Holy  Spirit 
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fell  upon  Cornelius.  The  Holy  Spirit  was  poured  out  upon  the 
Gentiles.  In  Titus  iii.  5,  6,  it  is  spoken  of  as  shed  on  us.  If  im¬ 
mersion  only  is  baptism,  then  our  Saviour  was  not  baptized  with 
the  Holy  Spirit:  there  was  no  baptism  of  the  Holy  Spirit  on  the 
day  of  Pentecost:  neither  Cornelius  nor  the  Gentiles  were  baptized. 

In  Horn,  vi ,  the  comparison  is  between  the  death,  burial  and 
resurrection  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  mystical  death  and  burial  of 
believers  unto  sin  and  their  resurrection  unto  true  holiness. 

These  arguments,  in  addition  to  what  we  offered  before,  prove 
that  no  man  has  a  right  to  assert  that  immersion  is  the  only  action 
or  the  only  mode  of  Christian  baptism. 

Note. — The  “  Church  Advocate”  did  not  report  any  more  of 
Mr.  Swartz’  speeches.  Hence  we  can  only  refer  to  them. 

MR.  SWARTZ’  SIXTH  SPEECH. 

The  gentleman  continued  his  remai'ks  on  the  affirmative  in  his 
usual  style.  He  repeated  his  assertions,  and  called  on  his  oppo¬ 
nent  to  overturn  or  touch  them  if  he  could. 

MR.  MONTGOMERY'S  SIXTH  REPLY. 

Mr.  President, — I  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  several  facts 
and  arguments  which  were  brought  forward  in  proof  of  my  position, 
some  years  ago. 

1.  All  the  washings  of  the  Old  Testament,  the  mode  of  which 
was  prescribed,  were  required  to  be  performed  by  sprinkling.  Lev. 
xiv. ;  Hum.  xix.  17-20. 

2.  The  inspired  writers  never  in  a  solitary  instance  represent 
sanctification  by  dipping  a  person  into  water,  either  literally  or 
figuratively. 

3.  The  inspired  writers  did  constantly  represent  sanctification 
by  sprinkling  and  pouring. 

4.  The  work  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  of  which  the  baptismal  water  is 
an  emblem,  is  called  a  baptism — Matt.  iii.  11;  Acts  ii.  2,  3;  1  Cor. 
xii.  13;  Acts  ii.  18,  33. 

5.  From  the  time  that  Christian  baptism  was  instituted,  no 
apostle  or  Christian  minister,  so  far  as  the  New  Testament  informs 
us,  ever  went  out  of  his  way  in  search  of  water  for  the  purpose  of 
baptizing. 

6.  Christian  baptism  is  a  significant  ordinance,  in  which  water  is 
used  as  an  emblem  of  spiritual  cleansing — of  sanctification.  Hence 
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it  is  frequently  called  a  washing,  as  can  be  easily,  and  as  has  been 
abundantly  proved. 

7.  Paul,  according  *to  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  language  em¬ 
ployed,  was  baptized  in  the  city,  in  a  private  house,  standing  up. 
Ananias  came  and  found  him  blind  and  enfeebled,  and  said, 
“Arise,  stand  up,  and  be  baptized;”  “and  he  arose  and  was  bap¬ 
tized.”  Just  so,  Pedo-baptists,  who  practise  pouring  or  sprinkling, 
write ;  and  our  immersionist  friends  do  not  write  thus. 

8.  1  John  v.  8.  The  blood  of  Christ  cleanses  from  all  sin. 
The  Spirit  sanctifies  the  heart.  The  blood  is  called  “the  blood  of 
sprinkling;”  the  Spirit  is  represented  as  poured  out,  shed  forth; 
and  the  water,  the  emblem  of  spiritual  cleansing — how  should  it  be 
applied  ?  By  pouring  or  sprinkling.  Thus  the  three  witnesses 
agree. 


MR.  SWARTZ’  SEVENTH  SPEECH. 

In  this  speech  he  took  Bichard  Watson’s  definition  of  baptism, 
and  endeavoured  to  turn  it  into  ridicule  by  substituting  it  in  va¬ 
rious  places  for  the  words  baptize  and  baptism. 

MR.  MONTGOMERY'S  SEVENTH  REPLY. 

Mr.  President, — The  attempt  of  my  opponent  to  bring  in  the 
assistance  of  ridicule,  is  very  unfortunate  for  himself.  Bidicule 
never  yet  proved  a  point,  and  never  will.  Let  us  make  use  of  his 
doctrine  of  substitution  for  a  moment,  and  see  how  it  works. 
John  the  immerser,  did  immerse  in  the  wilderness,  and  preached 
the  immersion  of  repentance.  John  the  plunger,  did  plunge  in  the 
wilderness,  and  preached  the  plunging  of  repentance.  John  the 
dipper  did  dip  in  the  wilderness,  and  preached  the  dipping  of  re¬ 
pentance.  John  the  sinker  did  sink  in  the  wilderness,  and  preached 
the  sinking  of  repentance.  John  the  drowner,  did  drown  in  the 
wilderness,  and  preached  the  drowning  of  repentance. 

Thus,  you  perceive,  that  the  weapon  of  ridicule,  in  regard  to  the 
substitution  of  the  signification  of  baptizo  works  as  much  in  my 
favour  as  in  that  of  my  opponent. 

In  regard  to  Martin  Luther’s  translation,  I  would  say  in  the 
language  of  Mr.  Sheer,  “  I  strongly  suspect  that  this  gentleman 
has  hit  as  wide  of  the  truth  here  as  in  making  baptizo  mean  im¬ 
mersion  only.  A  gentleman,  who  understands  and  speaks  the 
German,  says  that  the  English  of  £  Johannes  der  Taufer’  is  John 
the  Baptist;  and  that  the  German  for  Dipper  or  Immerser  is  not 
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‘  Taufer,’  but  ‘Tuncker,’  hence  the  name  of  that  sect  of  Chris¬ 
tians  called  ‘  Tunckers,’  or  4  Dunkards,’  who  baptize  candidates 
by  dipping  them  three  times.” 

The  meaning  of  a  word  is  to  be  determined  in  a  great  measure 
by  the  Lexicon  or  Dictionary.  Dr.  Carson,  one  of  the  greatest 
authorities  on  the  side  of  my  opponent,  while  contending  that  bap¬ 
tizo  always  signifies  to  immerse,  acknowledges  that  “  all  the  lexi¬ 
cographers  and  commentators  are  against  him  in  that  opinion.” 
As  Dr.  Carson  knew  more  than  Mr.  Swartz,  he  must  confess  his 
defeat. 


MR.  SWARTZ’  EIGHTH  SPEECH. 

The  gentleman  expressed  his  readiness  for  a  rough  and  tumble 
fight,  and  remarked  that  his  opponent  was  not  so  young  as  he 
looked. 


MR.  MONTGOMERY'S  EIGHTH  REPLY. 

Mr.  President, — I  will  propose  several  questions  to  my  oppo¬ 
nent,  which  I  trust  he  will  answer  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to  this 
intelligent  audience. 

1.  Why  did  the  Greek  fathers,  when  immersion  was  common, 
drop  Baptizo ,  the  word  uniformly  used  in  the  Bible,  and  take  an¬ 
other — zaraS-ja — if,  as  Mr.  Swartz  says,  Baptizo  is  the  only  word 
to  express  the  specific  action  of  immersion? 

2.  Why  did  the  Latin  fathers  do  the  same? 

8.  If  immersion  is  not  essential  to  church  membership,  why  do 
your  preachers  say  so  much  about  it  in  the  pulpit? 

4.  Why  do  they  not  call  us  brethren? 

5.  Why  cannot  you  promise  heaven  to  us? 

G.  Why  do  your  preachers  say  that  immersion  is  essential? 

7.  If  immersion  is  not  essential,  why  do  you  thank  God  that 
you  can  go  under  the  water  and  come  up  with  your  sins  forgiven? 

8.  If  baptism  is  a  positive  institution,  why  is  it  not  essential? 

0.  If  immersion  is  not  essential,  -why  is  it  said  that  we  will  go 

to  hell  unless  we  are  immersed? 

10.  If  immersion  is  not  essential,  how  can  it  he  a  positive  insti¬ 
tution? 

11.  Is  dipping,  three  times  forward,  baptism? 

12.  If  you  assert  that  one  dip  backwards  is  the  only  baptism, 
how  do  you  know  that  John  the  Baptist,  and  Jesus  Christ  and  his 
Apostles  baptized  by  giving  one  dip  backward? 
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13.  What  is  there  in  the  word  baptizo  that  fixes  the  number  of 
plunges,  or  confines  it  to  only  one? 

14.  What  is  Christian  baptism? 

15.  If  one  dip  backward  represent  death,  and  the  raising  of  the 
person  out  of  the  water  represent  the  resurrection,  what  do  three 
dips  forward  represent? 

16.  If  immersion  is  not  essential,  why  do  you  expel  members 
whose  character  is  unimpeachable,  merely  because  they  will  not  be 
immersed? 

These  questions  are  plain  and  practical,  and  I  hope  that  they 
will  all  be  answered  in  a  satisfactory  manner. 

MR.  SWARTZ'  NINTH  SPEECH. 

The  speaker  tried  to  dispose  of  one  or  two  of  the  questions,  but 
finding  them  too  difficult,  he  passed  them  over  with  the  remark  that 
they  were  not  relevant. 

MR.  MONTGOMERY'S  NINTH  REPLY. 

Mr.  President, — It  is  to  be  hoped  that  Mr.  Swartz,  and  his 
friends,  will  say  no  more  about  questions  until  they  have  digested 
the  answers  that  were  given  to  those  relating  to  identity,  and 
frame  clear  replies  to  the  queries  in  my  last  speech. 

My  opponent  has  failed  in  some  things,  and  succeeded  in  others. 
He  has  failed  to  annihilate  the  M.  E.  Church.  She  is  stronger 
than  before.  He  has  failed  to  give  an  everlasting  quietus  to  the 
M.  E.  Discipline.  He  has  failed  to  overwhelm  the  M.  E.  General 
Conference.  He  has  failed  to  alienate  the  Methodists  and  Pres¬ 
byterians.  He  has  failed  to  win  over  the  Presbyterians  to  his 
side.  He  has  failed  to  irritate  me  with  all  his  sarcasm  and  vul¬ 
garity  and  unfairness.  He  has  failed  to  make  one  convert.  He 
has  failed  to  establish  one  argument.  He  has  failed  to  unchurch 
one  Pedobaptist. 

He  has  succeeded  in  uniting  Pedobaptists  more  closely  than  ever 
He  has  succeeded  in  strengthening  their  former  opinions.  He  has 
succeeded  in  convincing  the  community  that  he  knows  nothing  of 
the  art  of  true  reasoning.  He  has  succeeded  in  convincing  all  who 
heard  him  that  he  is  unable  to  control  his  own  passions. 

Where  are  the  arguments  of  which  he  boasted  so  much?  Where 
are  the  strong  and  mighty  reasons  with  which  he  expected  to 
build  up  the  Winebrennarian  sect?  Where  are  the  ruins  that  he 
has  made  of  the  enemy's  works?  What  has  he  done  to  immortal- 
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ize  his  name  and  sound  his  praises  all  abroad?  What  tidings  will 
his  brethren  carry  to  their  respective  homes?  Would  it  not  have 
been  more  grateful  to  his  feelings  to  have  been  left  alone  in  his 
misery  ? 

He  has  assailed  the  citadel  of  truth  with  all  the  insolence  we 
might  expect  in  a  mortal  enemy.  He  has  marshalled  his  breth¬ 
ren  and  brought  them  to  his  aid.  The  venerable  chief  has  lent 
his  presence,  his  wisdom  and  his  fame.  But  he  has  achieved  no 
triumph.  He  is  compelled  to  raise  the  siege.  The. flag  still  flies 
in  proud  defiance  on  the  glorious  ramparts.  And,  as  the  retreat¬ 
ing  army  speeds  its  flight  to  a  place  of  rest  and  comfort,  they  cheer 
themselves  with  the  thought  that  their  lives  have  been  spared  and 
their  homes  still  stand. 

ME-  SWAETZ’  TENTH  SPEECH. 

The  gentleman,  notwithstanding  his  professed  want  of  education, 
had  endeavoured  to  cjuote  some  Latin  in  such  a  beautiful  style,  that 
he  laughed  at  himself  and  his  brethren  helped  him.  He  said  he 
did  it  as  well  as  he  could. 

MR.  MONTGOMERY’S  TENTH  REPLY. 

Mr.  President: — I  wish  to  notice  some  contradictions  into  which 
my  opponent  has  fallen.  The  first  is  in  regard  to  the  word  action. 
He  says  he  does  not  admit  mode,  and  yet  he  uses  the  word  action  in 
the  same  sense.  Here,  then,  is  a  contradiction  and  a  deception. 

The  second  is  found  in  his  second  argument  or  assertion.  He 
says  that  it  makes  modes  of  baptism  void.  Here  then  he  recognises 
modes.  If  this  assertion  or  argument  as  he  terms  it,  makes  modes 
void,  then  it  makes  the  mode  of  immersion  void. 

Third.  He  says,  “my  case  is  made  out,  yet  I  will  give  another 
argument  in  favour  of  it.”  Here  his  case  is  made  out,  and  his  case 
is  not  made  out. 

Fourth.  He  hooted  at  the  idea  of  learning,  and  still  brings  in 
the  assistance  of  Latin,  Greek,  and  Hebrew. 

Fifth.  “The  modus  operandi  of  the  Spirit  takes  the  effect  of  the 
resembling  object.”  What  is  the  effect  of  a  dove? 

Sixth.  My  opponent  says  that  the  baptism  of  the  Holy  Spirit 
proves  immersion.  It  follows  that  his  idea  of  immersion  is  the  same 
as  that  of  pouring.  For  the  Holy  Spirit  was  poured  out  upon  the 
subjects. 

Seventh.  He  asks  for  one  passage  where  baptizo  is  used  to  de- 
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note  sprinkling  or  pouring.  In  my  fourth  speech  I  have  given  se¬ 
veral.  He  says  I  have  not  given  one.  The  audience  are  competent 
to  judge  who  speaks  the  truth.  He  says  that  “no  translator  has  ever 
ventured  to  render  baptizo  sprinkle  or  pour.”  I  would  ask  what 
translator  has  ever  ventured  to  render  it  immerse  ?  One  question 
can  be  placed  against  another.  He  quotes  Luther,  and  Calvin. 
Luther  did  not  translate  baptizo  by  immerse.  Witsius’  and  Calvin’s 
opinion  does  not  prove  the  assertion  of  Mr.  Swartz.  We  might 
quote  from  Wesley,  Owen,  Hill,  Dick,  Clarke,  and  Wall;  hut  we 
will  content  ourselves  with  a  short  extract  from  Dr.  Dwight.  He 
says,  “  I  have  examined  all  the  instances  in  which  baptizo  and  its 
derivatives  are  used  in  the  New  Testament,  and  Septuagint.  These 
words,  in  many  instances,  cannot,  without  obvious  impropriety,  be 
made  to  signify  immersion;  and  in  others  cannot  signify  it  at  all.” 

MR.  SWARTZ’  CLOSING  SPEECH. 

The  debater  reviewed  what  he  had  already  said ;  professed  great 
charity  for  his  opponent,  and  all  the  rest  of  mankind ;  begged  for 
mercy;  made  his  dying  confession,  and  dropped. 

MR.  MONTGOMERY’S  CLOSING  REPLY. 

Me.  President: — My  opponent  said  that  he  ■would  prove  that 
there  was  no  baptism  but  immersion,  by  the  assertion  that  every 
body  believed  it.  The  absurdity  of  this  was  suicidal.  He  said 
that  he  would  prove  it  by  the  assumption  that  God  never  com¬ 
manded  the  sprinkling  or  pouring  of  pure  water  for  a  religious  pur¬ 
pose.  This  was  begging  the  question. 

He  said  he  would  prove  it  by  tabal.  Tabal  is  not  a  New  Testa¬ 
ment  word.  He  said  he  would  prove  it  by  baptizo.  We  give  the 
Lexicons  of  Scapula,  Hedericus,  Stephanus,  Schleusner,  Parkhurst, 
Robinson,  Schrivellius,  Groves,  Bretschneider,  Suidas,  Wahl,  and 
Greenfield:  we  give  the  old  Peshito  Syriac  version,  the  Vulgate,  and 
the  version  of  Origen:  we  give  the  authorities,  Luther,  Wesley, 
Owen,  Hill,  Dick,  Clarke,  Scott,  Wall  and  Dwight:  we  give  all  the 
cases  that  can  be  found  in  the  Scriptures,  and  the  classics,  and  the 
Christian  Fathers:  we  give  the  history  of  baptism:  we  give  several 
indisputable  facts,  and  many  unanswerable  arguments:  we  give  all 
these  to  prove  that  the  position  of  the  gentleman  has  not  the  slightest 
foundation.  And  when  we  disprove  his  position  we  prove  our  own, 
that  sprinkling  and  pouring  are  valid  modes  of  baptism. 

It  now  devolves  upon  me  to  bring  this  protracted  discussion  to  a 
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close.  The  cause  of  truth  has  not  suffered.  Interest  has  been 
awakened.  Information  has  been  spread.  Mind  has  asserted  its 
supremacy.  We  thank  the  moderators  for  their  kind  services.  We 
thank  the  audience  for  their  patience,  respect,  and  good  order.  We 
do  not  entertain  feelings  of  hostility  against  any  man,  or  any  sect. 
We  have  defended  what  we  believe  to  be  the  truth  of  God,  in  which 
we  expect  to  live,  and  cheered  by  which  we  hope  to  die. 

Let  us,  my  brethren,  “stand  fast  in  the  liberty  wherewith  Christ 
has  made  us  free,  and  be  not  entangled  with  the  yoke  of  bondage.” 

Let  us  all  fight  the  good  fight  of  faith,  that  when  the  battle  is 
o’er  Ave  may  meet  in  heaven,  where  differences  of  opinion  shall  never 
arise,  where  sects  and  parties  shall  be  unknown,  where  all  shall  be 
one  as  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost. 
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The  subject  of  this  review  is  a  small  volume  of  300  pages ;  print¬ 
ed  imperfectly ;  bound  tolerably ;  compiled  by  the  Rev.  A.  Swartz ; 
published  by  A.  Boyd  Hamilton,  Harrisburg ;  and  sold  at  the  ex¬ 
orbitant  price  of  75  cents. 

It  is  labelled  on  the  back,  Scriptural  Action  of  Baptism.  This 
label  is  a  proof  of  deception,  and  a  manifestation  of  fear.  It  is  a 
deception,  because  the  book  contains  the  proceedings  of  a  trial, 
while  the  label  conveys  the  impression  that  the  book  is  a  dis¬ 
sertation  on  the  topic  indicated.  It  is  a  manifestation  of  fear,  be¬ 
cause  the  true  title  is  hidden  within  the  covers,  instead  of  being 
boldly  emblazoned  to  the  world.  The  style  or  form  of  the  work  is 
not  original.  I  have  an  impression  that  I  have  seen  the  title  of  a 
work  on  the  same  plan,  published  many  years  ago.  We  have  all 
seen  the  trial  of  Anti-Christ  for  high  treason. 

In  his  preface  Mr.  Swartz  professes  that  he  was  actuated  by  the 
hope  that  he  might  settle  the  question  of  Baptism  that  has  been  so 
much  discussed  in  all  parts  of  the  Christian  world.  He  very  hum¬ 
bly  expects  to  be  able  clearly  to  convict  all  Pedo-baptists  of  high 
treason  against  the  God  of  heaven ;  hang  them  by  the  neck  until 
they  are  dead,  upon  a  gallows  higher  than  Hainan’s;  and,  thus, 
having  extirpated  the  execrable  race  of  heretics,  root,  trunk,  and 
branch,  the  world  and  all  the  spoils,  and  heaven  with  all  its  glories 
will  become  the  quiet  and  undisputed  possession  of  the  body-plung¬ 
ing  and  feet-washing,  the  Methodist-hating  and  darkness-loving, 
insignificant  little  sect  of  Winebrennarians,  who  most  blasphemously 
style  themselves  the  Church  of  God. 

We  are  further  informed  in  the  preface,  that  Mr.  Swartz  had 
at  first  intended  to  publish  his  performance  in  a  newspaper. 
Whether  the  fears  of  the  proprietors  of  the  paper,  lest  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  the  trial  into  their  columns  might  damage  their  reputation 
and  their  circulation;  or  the  strong  and  uncontrollable  promptings 
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of  ambition  to  rise  and  flourish  in  the  aristocratic  realms  of  author¬ 
ship,  changed  his  purpose,  we  cannot  at  present  decide.  We  pre¬ 
sume  that  the  number  of  readers  would  have  been  greater  if  the 
choice  had  been  made  of  the  columns  of  the  newspaper,  that  is  if  it 
had  anything  of  a  circulation,  which  supposition,  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  is  to  be  very  much  doubted.  The  number  of  readers  would 
not  by  any  means  determine  the  number  of  believers,  for  when  done 
they  would  hardly  know  what  to  believe. 

Mr.  Swartz  offers  two  excuses  for  the  quotations  of  which  the 
work  is  almost  entirely  composed.  The  first,  is  that  the  main  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  subject  are  becoming  familiar:  the  second  excuse  is 
that  the  form  of  the  work  demanded  them.  The  first  excuse  is  a 
very  poor  one.  No  man  should  appear  in  print  who  is  not  able  to 
express  himself  in  his  own  language.  He  may  gather  all  the  ideas 
he  possibly  can,  but  he  must  imbody  them  in  his  own  style  of  com¬ 
position.  If  lie  cannot  do  this,  how  can  he  expect  to  palm  off  the 
words  of  another  under  his  own  name?  If  the  subject  is  familiar, 
the  task  is  easier  to  be  original  in  the  language  employed.  If  the 
subject  were  not  familiar,  there  would  be  more  excuse  for  quota¬ 
tions.  They  would  be  new.  The  second  excuse  will  not  stand  criti¬ 
cism.  The  plan  of  the  work  gave  great  scope  for  originality  in 
description,  narrative,  and  oratory,  unless  the  whole  of  it  is  a  copy. 

In  the  reading  of  the  work,  we  must  bear  continually  in  mind, 
that  Rev.  A.  Swartz  of  the  Winebrennarian  denomination;  a  man 
who  makes  no  pretensions  to  education ;  a  man  who  is  notorious  for 
his  bigotry  and  narrow-mindedness;  a  man  who  in  the  pulpit  and 
out  of  it  displays  the  roughness  and  the  ferocity  of  a  bear  towards 
all  who  may  conscientiously  differ  with  him ;  this  man  is  the  Accuser ; 
the  Informer;  the  Magistrate;  the  Sheriff;  the  Grand  Jury;  the 
Supreme  Court;  the  Judge;  the  jury  before  whom  the  prisoner  is 
tried ;  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution ;  the  counsel  for  the  defence ; 
the  witnesses;  the  reporter;  the  community;  Mr.  Swartz  is  every¬ 
thing.  Keeping  his  character  before  us,  how  can  we  expect  any¬ 
thing  like  fairness?  As  well  might  the  wolf  prefer  a  charge  against 
a  sheep,  and  constituting  himself  judge  and  jury,  go  through  the 
mockery  of  a  trial,  and,  after  pronouncing  a  sentence  of  “  Guilty,” 
devour  the  helpless  victim. 

For  a  long  time,  Mr.  Pedo-baptist  had  been  suspected,  by  Mr. 
A.  Swartz,  “  for  altering  two  fundamental  laws  of  Christian  So¬ 
ciety.”  Legal  proceedings  were  commenced  by  preferring  the 
charge  of  High  Treason.  The  arrest  was  made,  and  the  trial 
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ordered.  Mr.  Swartz  has  now  succeeded  in  raising  a  tempest  in  a 
tea-pot.  A  storm  that  rocked  the  entire  universe  with  the  over¬ 
whelming  violence  of  a  thousand  earthquakes  has  arisen  at  his  nod. 
The  day  so  long  looked  for  when  the  fate  of  Mr.  Sprinkler  is  to  he 
decided  at  length  arrives.  The  hell  sends  forth  its  solemn  voice, 
the  people  assemble  in  untold  numbers;  the  Court-house  is  packed 
to  overflowing;  the  dignified  judges  take  their  seats;  the  announce¬ 
ment  is  made  that  the  court  is  ready  for  business ;  the  silence  of  the 
grave  reigns  throughout  the  mighty  mass;  the  heart  of  the  universe 
beats  heavily  as  the  President  Judge  refers  to  the  crime  of  the 
prisoner. 

The  palpitation  increases  during  the  consultation  of  the  grand 
jury.  Two  true  bills  are  found.  Mr.  A.  Swartz  and  his  plunging 
brethren  fling  up  their  hats  and  shout  Hurrah!  The  poor  Sprink¬ 
lers  hang  their  heads  and  grow  sick  at  heart.  The  first  bill  charged 
the  prisoner  with  high  treason  for  changing  the  mode  of  baptism 
from  dipping  to  sprinkling  and  pouring.  The  second  bill  charged 
the  prisoner  with  high  treason  for  administering  baptism  to  infants. 
When  the  prisoner  was  called  upon  to  plead  to  the  first  indictment, 
he  arose  with  shaking  limbs,  a  pale  face,  a  downcast  look,  and  in  a 
trembling  voice  entered  the  plea  of  “  not  guilty.”  Mr.  A.  Swartz 
and  his  crowd  of  dippers,  immediately  concluded  that  the  prisoner 
felt  that  he  was  uttering  a  falsehood  when  he  entered  his  plea. 

The  following  are  the  names  of  the  jurymen  empannelled  after 
a  great  deal  of  trouble  and  delay. 

Impartiality  Swartz,  Sincerity  Swartz,  Honesty  Swartz,  Truth¬ 
ful  Swartz,  Charity  Swartz,  Landmark  Swartz,  Confidence  Swartz, 
Hopeful  Swartz,  Steadfast  Swartz,  Justice  Swartz,  Mercy  Swartz, 
and  Fairplay  Swartz. 

The  Sprinklers  felt  sure  that  they  had  no  cause  to  fear  that  their 
rights  would  be  trampled  upon,  or  that  injustice  would  be  done  to 
the  prisoner  by  such  a  respectable,  intelligent,  and  impartial  jury 
of  Swartzes!  The  Swartz  court  ordered  the  Swartz  counsel  for  the 
prosecution  to  be  prepared  to  open  the  case  in  the  afternoon. 

That  keen  lawyer,  on  the  reassembling  of  the  court,  opened  the 
case  with  aluminous  and  eloquent  address,  to  the  following  effect. 

If  the  court  please,  gentlemen  of  the  Jury,  you  are  now  called 
upon,  on  your  oaths  and  affirmations,  to  give  a  verdict  in  a  most  im¬ 
portant  case.  The  prisoner  stands  before  you  charged  with  one 
of  the  highest  crimes.  I  am  satisfied  that  you  will  do  justice.  I 
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am  satisfied  that  you  will  pronounce  the  prisoner  guilty  of  high 
treason.  The  principles  of  law  we  lay  down  are  incontestable.  The 
evidence  we  shall  present  is  classified  under  five  heads: 

].  Bantizo  means  only  to  plunge. 

2.  The  New  Testament  confirms  this. 

3.  The  design  of  the  institution. 

4.  The  history  of  its  administration. 

5.  The  prisoner  made  a  change. 

When  you  hear  the  testimony  you  will  agree  that  he  is  verily 
guilty.  Your  verdict  will  restore  the  ancient  land-marks,  and  ba¬ 
nish  error  for  ever.  Sprinklers  will  no  longer  dare  to  lift  their  hip-h 
heads  in  awful  pride.  We  will  now  call  the  witnesses. 

Mr.  Classic  testified  to  the  meaning  of  haptizo. 

Mr.  Josephus  gave  his  testimony  to  the  same  effect. 

Mr.  Lexicon  was  qualified  and  testified. 

Mr.  Translator  came  forward  and  testified. 

Mr.  Proselyte  was  the  next  witness. 

Mr.  Independent  then  gave  his  testimony. 

Mr.  Germany  followed  next  in  order. 

Mr.  Presbyterian  now  came  on  the  stand. 

Mr.  Episcopal  imparted  what  he  knew. 

Mr.  Roman  Catholic  was  a  good  witness. 

Mr.  Arminian  did  first-rate  service. 

Mr.  Encyclopedia  did  as  he  was  commanded. 

Mr.  Quaker  was  qualified  and  gave  testimony. 

Mr.  Church  History  was  the  next  in  the  ranks. 

Having  brought  forward  some  witnesses  to  prove  that  the  prisoner 
had  made  a  change  in  the  institution,  from  dipping  to  sprinkling, 
the  Svfartz  counsel  for  the  prosecution  rested  from  his  dry  and  sleepy 
labours ;  and  gave  way  to  the  Swartz  defendant’s  counsel,  who  now 
arose  and  made  the  following  irresistible  and  impassioned  appeal. 

Gentlemen  of  the  jury!  We  must  submit  to  your  decision,  and 
abide  the  result  whatever  that  may  be.  We  have  not  the  slightest 
fear  that  you  will  act  unjustly.  The  position  you  occupy  is  a  sure 
guarantee  that  you  will  administer  impartial  justice.  We  will  now 
lay  down  our  principles  of  law.  AYe  shall  arrange  our  testimony 
under  five  heads: 

1.  The  Lexicons. 

2.  The  Translations. 

3.  Men  of  undoubted  learning. 

O 
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4.  The  baptism  of  the  Holy  Ghost. 

5.  The  history  of  the  church. 

We  call  your  attention  to  our  witnesses  and  their  testimony. 

Mr.  Translator — Mr.  Lexicon — Mr.  Learning — and, Mr.  Church 
History  were  all  that  testified. 

The  Swartz  counsel  for  the  defence  said  he  would  call  no  more 
witnesses  until  the  Swartz  counsel  for  the  prosecution  had  given 
two  more  arguments.  The  Swartz  court  said  he  did  rightly. 

The  Counsel  for  the  prosecution  made  the  following  speech: 
Gentlemen  of  the  Jury! — When  we  examine  the  persons,  the 
places,  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  New  Testament  bap¬ 
tisms,  and  the  design  of  baptism,  we  must  believe  the  prisoner 
guilty.  I  will  now  give  way. 

The  Counsel  for  the  prisoner  made  his  closing  address,  and  the 
prosecuting  Counsel  summed  up  in  a  very  long  speech. 

The  Judge  charged  the  Jury  almost  in  the  words  of  the  prose¬ 
cuting  Counsel. 

“A  constable  was  sworn,  and  he  conducted  the  Jury  to  their 
room  to  deliberate  upon  their  verdict,  after  which  the  Court  ad¬ 
journed.” 

The  foregoing  sentence  is  the  last  in  the  book,  and  we  are  not 
informed  whether  the  Court  ever  assembled  again ;  or  whether  the 
Jury,  unable  to  agree,  and  becoming  excited,  whipped  the  consta¬ 
ble  and  dispersed  in  a  row  to  their  various  homes ;  or  believing  that 
the  prisoner  was  an  innocent  man,  they  agreed  upon  a  verdict  of 
“Not  Guilty”  unanimously;  the  prosecutor  and  his  brethren  to 
pay  the  costs,  and  bear  the  consequences. 

In  regard  to  the  trial  of  Mr.  Pedobaptist,  we  arrive  at  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conclusions: 

1.  Nothing  like  fairness  can  be  expected  from  those  under  whose 
auspices  it  has  been  brought  forth,  many  of  whom  are  renegade 
Pedobaptists. 

2.  The  fact  that  nearly  all  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  are 
Pedobaptists,  is  sufficient  proof  that  they  never  meant  what  Mr. 
Swartz  tries  to  torture  them  into  testifying. 

3.  The  attempt  to  palm  such  an  outrageous  deception  upon  the 
public  ought  to  be  punished  in  the  severest  manner. 

4.  It  is  hardly  to  be  imagined  that  the  perpetrators  of  this  base 
calumny  really  believe  that  Pedobaptists  are  guilty  of  the  crime  of 
High  Treason. 
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5.  The  book  is  not  worthy  of  a  serious  notice.  It  merits  only  si¬ 
lent  contempt. 

6.  As  the  charge  of  High  Treason  for  Infant  Baptism  has  not 
been  touched,  perhaps  we  will  be  favoured  with  a  second  trial. 

7.  Mr.  A.  Swartz  had  better  go  to  school*  and  learn  Latin, 
Greek  and  Hebrew,  before  he  undertakes  to  teach  us  the  nature  of 
those  languages. 


PART  III. 


A  BRIEF  SKETCH 

OF  THE 


DISCUSSION 


BETWEEN 


REV.  W.  MAJOR  OF  THE  M.  E.  CHURCH, 


AND 


REV.  JOHN  KOIIR  OF  THE  NEW  MENNONITES. 


HELD  AT  SAFE  HARBOR,  LANCASTER  CO.,  PA., 


Juno  30th,  1857. 


DEBATE. 


At  the  appointed  hour,  9  A.  M.,  the  church  was  crowded  to  its 
utmost  capacity,  notwithstanding  the  disagreeableness  of  the  wea¬ 
ther,  the  bad  condition  of  the  roads,  and  the  height  and  rapidity 
of  the  streams. 

Esquire  Fehlwas  appointed  President;  and  Esquire  Denue,  and 
Mr.  C.  J.  Rhodes  Vice-Presidents. 

Prayer  was  offered  by  the  Rev.  F.  M.  Erady.  Several  letters 
that  had  reference  to  the  discussion  were  read.  The  first  was 
from  Mr.  Kohr  to  Mr.  Dietrich.  He  proposed  that  Mr.  Major 
should  meet  him  June  11th,  in  the  new  Mennonite  Church,  near 
Millerstown,  and  prove  that  the  M.  E.  Church  was  the  true  Church 
of  Christ.  If  this  arrangement  did  not  suit,  he  wished  Mr.  Major 
to  appoint  his  own  time  and  place. 

The  second  was  from  Mr.  Major  to  Mr.  Dietrich.  He  says  that 
Mr.  Kohr  is  labouring  under  a  misapprehension  in  regard  to  his  po¬ 
sition — -that  he  stands  on  the  defence — that  the  burden  of  proof 
rests  with  the  accuser,  and  not  with  the  accused;  that  he  is  will¬ 
ing  to  meet  for  discussion,  subject  to  parliamentary  rules. 

In  the  third  letter,  Mr.  Kohr  remarks,  that  if  he  is  labouring 
under  a  misapprehension,  he  has  been  misinformed;  that  he  is 
illiterate ;  that  he  has  some  idea  that  what  are  called  parliamen¬ 
tary  rules  were  made  for  duellists;  that  Mr.  Major  is  not  a  true 
minister  if  he  is  guided  by  parliamentary  rules;  that  he  will 
prove  that  the  M.  E.  Church  is  not  the  true  Church  of  Christ; 
that  this  is  the  last  letter,  if  Mr.  Major  refuses  to  meet  him. 

In  the  fourth  letter,  Mr.  Major  says  that  Mr.  Kohr’s  letter  is  a 
jumbled  up  affair,  just  as  his  discussion  will  be:  that  he  would  de¬ 
fend  the  Gospel;  that  he  considered  the  M.  E.  Church  a  branch  of 
the  true  Church  of  Christ;  that  any  sect  that  pretended  to  be  the 
true  Church  of  Christ  exclusively,  placed  itself  in  an  absurd 
and  ridiculous  position ;  that  it  was  very  singular,  in  this  age  of 
intelligence,  for  a  man  to  talk  about  parliamentary  rules  being 
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made  for  duellists;  that  he  was  willing  to  meet  Mr.  Kohr  at  Safe 
Harbor,  in  the  M.  E.  Church,  Tuesday,  June  30th,  at  9  A.  M. 

Mr.  Kohr  sent  a  note  agreeing  to  the  appointment. 

After  the  letters  had  been  read,  the  President  decided  that  the 
opening  speeches  should  be  forty-five  minutes,  and  the  following 
speeches  thirty  minutes. 

ME.  KOSE’S  OPESfniG  ADDRESS. 

So,  my  Friends  ! — As  we  have  been  permitted,  by  the  grace  of 
God,  to  meet  for  this  discussion,  may  we  all  be  sincere,  and  seek 
to  know  the  truth !  I  am  a  stranger  here.  I  will  not  occupy  much 
time  by  way  of  introduction.  I  am  here  to  prove  that  the  M.  E. 
Church  is  not  the  spouse  of  Christ,  nor  any  of  the  living  branches 
of  the  true  vine.  There  is  only  one  Church  of  God  on  earth,  and 
that  Church  has  been  from  eternity  to  eternity.  The  angels  in 
heaven,  before  the  creation,  were  in  that  Church.  Adam  and  Eve 
in  the  garden  were  in  that  Church.  They  fell.  There  was  then 
no  Church  until  Christ  came.  A  promise  was  given  that  the  seed 
of  the  woman  should  bruise  the  serpent’s  head. 

I  have  not  appeared  from  envy.  I  do  not  speak  reproachfully, 
hut  in  love.  I  am  not  educated.  If  I  trusted  in  education,  I 
should  come  short. 

There  was  a  promise  given  that  the  seed  of  the  woman  should 
bruise  the  serpent’s  head.  This  was  Jesus.  In  the  beginning  was 
the  Word,  and  the  Word  created  all  things.  That  Word  became 
flesh  to  establish  a  kingdom  of  peace,  described  in  the  2d  chapter 
of  Isaiah.  How  lamentable  that  those  who  profess  to  be  ministers 
of  this  kingdom  should  have  cause  for  a  discussion  like  the  present! 
But  vTe  cannot  alter  it  now. 

How,  ray  friends !  I  will  show  the  nature  of  the  true  Church. 
In  the  beginning  there  were  only  two  kinds  of  people  in  the  world, 
the  descendants  of  Cain,  and  the  descendants  of  Seth.  When  the 
two  mixed,  God  repented  that  he  had  made  man.  The  sons  of 
God  married  the  daughters  of  men.  They  sinned.  The  deluge 
came,  and  destroyed  them  all,  except  Hoah  and  his  family.  How, 
Noah’s  ark  is  a  type  of  the  Church  of  God.  All  out  of  it  were 
lost.  All  in  it  were  saved.  A  promise  was  given  to  Abram 
that  in  his  seed  all  the  nations  of  the  earth  should  be  blessed.  In 
the  Tabernacle  and  Temple  God  was  worshipped.  Christ  dwelt 
among  us,  and  we  beheld  his  glory.  The  office  of  John  was  to 
preach  repentance.  “  The  voice  of  one  crying  in  the  wilderness, 
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Prepare  ye  the  way  of  the  Lord,  make  his  paths  straight.”  We 
must  be  converted,  or  we  cannot  be  members  of  the  Church  of  God. 
Christ  commanded  his  disciples  to  go  to  Jerusalem,  and  tarry 
there  until  the  Holy  Spirit  should  be  poured  out  upon  them. 
There  was  no  spouse  of  Christ  on  earth  from  Adam’s  fall  until 
the  day  of  Pentecost.  Then  as  a  chaste  virgin  she  was  brought  to 
Christ.  Three  thousand  were  converted  on  the  day  of  Pentecost, 
baptized,  and  received  into  the  true  Church  of  God.  If  another 
church  had  sprung  up  in  the  days  of  the  apostles,  it  would  have 
been  condemned.  Whosoever  is  in  love  is  in  God.  A  man  can¬ 
not  be  saved  without  the  Church.  The  Church  was  among  the 
angels.  Adam  was  in  the  Church.  The  Church  is  one  in  its  na¬ 
ture.  How  did  so  many  churches  spring  up?  The  Church  of 
God  is  one,  as  we  read  in  Romans,  “  one  body  in  Christ.”  The 
Church  at  Jerusalem  was  one.  In  Corinthians  we  read,  “  one 
bread  and  one  body.”  They  ate  the  bread,  not  the  altar.  They 
were  baptized  into  one  body.  The  Church  is  not  divided.  lie 
tempered  the  body  together.  There  is  no  schism.  The  Church  is 
the  body.  Ye  are  members  of  the  body.  Friend  Major  says 
“  that  the  M.  E.  Church  is  a  legitimate  branch  of  the  Church  of 
Christ.”  Now  we  do  not  find  the  word  branch  used  in  this  sense 
in  the  Bible.  Paul  says  “Ye  are  the  body  of  Christ,  not  branches.” 
Christ  prayed  that  his  disciples  might  be  one.  If  we  are  converted, 
we  are  one.  We  cannot  deceive  God.  The  Church  is  one.  How 
can  there  be  a  Church  where  there  are  divisions?  I  hope  all  un¬ 
derstand  this.  How  can  we  r'emain  in  a  sect?  We  believe  there 
is  a  visible  Church.  He  that  climbs  over  the  wall  is  a  thief  and 
, a  robber.  Plow  can  the  sheep  follow  a  stranger?  There  is  one 
Church  separate  from  all.  If  we  were  both  led  by  one  spirit,  there 
would  be  no  discussion.  I  wish  to  throw  no  censure  on  any 
Church.  I  want  you  all  to  be  converted.  Mark  them  that  cause 
divisions,  and  serve  not  God,  but  the  belly.  False  prophets!  De¬ 
ceitful  workers!  Look  at  them!  Where  are  the  fruits  of  the 
Spirit?  Instead  of  bringing  forth  the  fruits  of  the  Spirit,  they 
practise  infant  baptism.  Now,  my  friends,  there  is  not  a  syllable 
written  in  the  New  Testament  concerning  infant  baptism.  They 
permit  their  members  to  take  oaths  before  magistrates.  This  is 
contrary  to  the  command  of  our  Saviour,  “  Swear  not  at  all.”  I 
confess  that  their  discipline  forbids  rash  and  profane  swearing. 
They  not  only  practise  infant  baptism,  and  swearing  before  magis¬ 
trates,  they  are  guilty  of  the  sin  of  resisting  evil-doers.  They 
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support  the  government  by  the  payment  of  taxes,  and  by  casting 
their  votes  for  the  officers  of  government.  It  is  on  these  accounts 
that  we  say  that  the  M.  E.  Church  is  not  the  spouse  of  Christ, 
nor  any  of  the  living  and  fruitful  branches  of  the  true  vine. 

MS.  MAJOR’S  OPENING  REPLY. 

Mr.  President  ! — As  my  friend  Kohr  belongs  to  the  true  church, 
he  may  occupy  the  pulpit,  and  as  I  am  a  heretic,  I  will  take  my 
stand  here  in  the  altar.  After  all,  friend  Kohr  is  a  right  clever 
fellow,  and  a  great  talker;  but  his  speech  was  very  much  “confum- 
bled,”  like  John  Herr's  letter,  it  had  neither  head,  body,  nor  tail. 
It  reminds  me  of  the  Dutchman’s  pig.  A  certain  Dutchman  lost  a  pig. 
He  took  his  son  along  with  him,  and  went  forth  to  seek  that  which 
was  lost.  When  they  came  to  a  certain  stream,  the  father  thus  ad¬ 
dressed  the  boy:  “Johnny,  you  go  on  dat  side  of  the  creek,  and  I 
will  go  on  dish  side,  for  I  just  pelieves  that  de  pig  is  on  both  sides 
of  de  creek.” 

So  with  friend  Kohr’s  speech.  It  was  on  both  sides.  He  said 
a  great  deal  about  the  body.  I  will  now  give  you  something  about 
the  Spirit. 

The  term  church ,  in  the  Bible,  is  used  with  a  variety  of  signiSca-  ’ 
tions.  Thus, 

1.  In  1  Cor.  xi.  18;  xiv.  19,  it  means  the  house  of  worship. 

2.  In  Acts  xiv.  27, — Bom.  xvi.  5,  it  signifies  a  local  congregation. 

3.  In  Acts  ii.  42, — 1  Cor.  i.  2,  it  denotes  the  whole  body  of 
Christians. 

4.  In  John  x.  16,  it  represents  the  mystic,  spiritual,  body  of 
Christ. 

Hence,  we  see  that  there  is  ambiguity  in  the  use  of  the  term 

church. 

Our  Saviour  said  that  he  had  other  sheep  which  were  not  of  this 
fold.  Can  friend  Kohr  prove  that  the  Methodists  are  not  the  other 
sheep? 

This  follower  of  the  Apostles  would  never  have  come  near  us, 
had  it  not  been  that  the  children  of  some  of  his  friends  were  con¬ 
verted  among  the  Methodists,  and  joined  our  church. 

In  Gral.  iii.  28,  we  read,  “There  is  neither  Jew  nor  Greek,  there 
is  neither  bond  nor  free,  there  is  neither  male  nor  female:  for  ye 
are  all  one  in  Christ  Jesus.”  One  in  Christ  Jesus.  Hot  in  John 
Herr’s  little  church,  that  sprang  up  in  Lancaster  county  forty-six 
years  ago. 
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From  the  time  of  the  righteous  Abel,  God  has  had  a  spiritual 
church  ou  earth.  Our  friend  says  “  there  was  a  church  among  the 
angels.”  I  hope  he  will  prove  that  point  a  little  more  clearly  and 
conclusively.  Where  did  John  Herr  get  his  church?  Its  origin 
was  something  like  this.  A  poor,  unfortunate  man  fell  from  a  barn, 
and  was  killed.  This  sad  occurrence  threw  John  Herr  into  a  trance, 
and  in  that  trance  he  received  the  revelation  that  led  to  the  founda¬ 
tion  of  the  New  Mennonites.  In  Acts  vii.  38,  we  read  that  there 
was  a  church  in  the  wilderness— and  in  Ilcb.  xi.  4,  that  Abel  pos¬ 
sessed  faith,  and  obtained  witness  that  he  was  righteous.  Thus  we 
see  that  St.  Luke  put  Moses  into  the  church;  and  St.  Paul  put 
Abel  in.  Friend  Kohr  puts  them  both  out.  Now  St.  Luke  and 
St.  Paul,  and  Kohr  for  it. 

At  the  last  General  Conference  of  the  M.  E.  Church,  Peter 
Cartwright  wanted  John  A.  Collins  to  lead  him  out  of  the  woods. 
I  am  afraid  that  friend  Kohr  is  so  completely  lushed,  that  it  will 
be  impossible  to  lead  him  out  to  the  light  of  day. 

We  remark  again,  that  the  church  has  always  been  the  same  in  its 
nature.  Rom.  xi.  17 ;  Eph.  ii.  19,  20. 

Again,  we  remark  that  no  branch  of  the  church  is  entirely  pure. 
We  put  out  twenty-one  last  Saturday,  and  we  shall  put  some  more 
out,  if  they  do  not  behave  themselves.  The  kingdom  of  heaven  is 
like  to  a  net,  that  caught  good  and  bad.  If  you  say  that  there  is 
not  every  kind  among  the  New  Mennonites,  I  will  prove  that  there 
is.  The  parable  of  the  virgins:  five  were  wise,  and  five  were  foolish. 
“Have  not  I  chosen  you  twelve,  and  one  of  you  is  a  devil?” 

I  will  now  give  the  evidences  of  a  spiritual  church.  1.  True  and 
£v  angelical  faith.  “Without  faith  it  is  impossible  to  please  God.” 
“With  the  heart  man  believeth  unto  righteousness.”  2.  The  wit¬ 
ness  of  the  Spirit,  Rom.  viii.  16.  “  The  Spirit  itself  beareth  wit¬ 

ness  with  our  spirit,  that  we  are  the  children  of  God.”  1  Cor.  ii. 
12,  “  Now  we  have  received,  not  the  spirit  of  the  world,  but  the 
Spirit  which  is  of  God.”  Gal.  iv.  6,  “  And  because  ye  are  sons, 
God  hath  sent  forth  the  Spirit  of  his  Son  into  your  hearts,  crying 
Abba,  Father.”  Methodists  believe  that  this  is  indispensable. 
Their  testimony  would  be  taken  in  any  court  of  justice.  I  can 
point  to  the  spot  in  Chester  county,  where,  twelve  years  ago,  God 
for  Christ’s  sake  pardoned  my  sins;  and  gave  me  the  witness  of  his 
Spirit  that  I  had  been  adopted  into  his  family.  I  would  not  ex¬ 
change  my  experience  for  John  Herr’s,  or  any  other  man’s. 

3.  A  holy  life.  Rom.  xii.  1,  “I beseech  you  therefore,  brethren, 
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by  the  mercies  of  God,  that  ye  present  your  bodies  a  living  sacri¬ 
fice,  holy,  acceptable  unto  God,  which  is  your  reasonable  service.” 
“  If  ye  be  risen  with  Christ,  seek  those  things  which  are  above.” 
“  They  that  are  after  the  Spirit,  do  mind  the  things  of  the  Spirit.” 
“Hot  every  one  that  saith,  Lord,  Lord,  shall  enter  into  the  kingdom 
of  heaven.”  Hot  every  one  that  can  pray,  or  exhort,  or  preach  the 
Gospel.  “Except  your  righteousness  shall  exceed  the  righteous¬ 
ness  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  ye  shall  in  no  case  enter  into 
the  kingdom  of  heaven.”  We  Methodists,  shame  the  devil  to  his 
face.  We  do  more  than  you  Hew  Mennonites  dare  do! 

MS.  MOHR’S  SECOHD  ADDRESS. 

My  Friends, — You  see  how  he  tries  to  ridicule.  This  is  not 
the  subject.  I  confess  he  has  the  letter  of  the  Bible.  How  do  we 
understand  the  net?  They  brought  the  fish  to  shore,  and  separated 
the  good  from  the  bad.  So  do  we.  He  says  that  Luke  and  Paul, 
and  I  are  in  for  it.  But  we  do  not  have  any  contention. 

I  shall  now  give  the  explanation  about  the  church  among  the  an¬ 
gels.  That  there  was  no  church  before  Christ  is  evident.  Hone 
could  have  been  saved  before  Christ.  They  had  faith.  When 
Christ  came  the  church  was  established.  “I  will  make  a  new  co¬ 
venant  with  the  house  of  Israel,  and  with  the  house  of  Judah.”  I 
confess  they  were  saved  by  faith.  Angels  are  ministering  spirits 
sent  forth  to  minister  for  them  wrho  shall  be  heirs  of  salvation. 
“But  ye  are  come  unto  Mount  Zion,  and  unto  the  city  of  the  living 
God,  the  heavenly  Jerusalem,  and  to  an  innumerable  company  of 
angels,  to  the  general  assembly  and  church  of  the  first-born  which 
are  written  in  heaven.”  My  friend  has  not  explained  what  the 
church  ought  to  be.  He  says  that  there  are  some  here  who  can 
testify  they  are  converted.  I  do  not  come  to  condemn.  In  the 
true  church  all  are  converted.  It  is  a  chaste  virgin,  and  as  such 
is  presented  unto  Christ,  and  becomes  bone  of  his  bone,  and  flesh 
of  his  flesh.  “By  their  fruits  ye  shall  know  them.”  “Blessed  are 
the  pure  in  heart,  for  they  shall  see  God.”  Where  does  the  Bible 
permit  an  oath?  (Here  Mr.  Major  read  the  M.  E.  Discipline  on 
swearing.)  How’  let  us  hear  Christ.  What  did  Christ  forbid  ?  “I 
say  unto  you,  Swear  not  at  all.  Let  your  communication  be  yea, 
yea;  nay,  nay;  for  whatsoever  is  more  than  these,  cometh  of  evil.” 
Christ  repealed  the  Mosaic  dispensation,  under  which  men  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  swear.  In  Acts  iii.  22,  “For  Moses  truly  said  unto  the 
fathers,  A  prophet  shall  the  Lord  your  God  raise  up  unto  you,  of 
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jour  brethren,  like  unto  me ;  him  shall  je  hear  in  all  things,  what¬ 
soever  he  shall  say  unto  you.”  Let  us  hear  Christ,  “  Ye  have  heard 
it  hath  been  said,  An  eye  for  an  eye,  and  a  tooth  for  a  tooth.  But 
I  say  unto  you,  that  ye  resist  not  evil.”  Those  things  were  per¬ 
mitted  for  the  hardness  of  their  hearts.  If  we  do  not  obey  Christ, 
we  are  not  his  spouse.  Let  your  light  shine.  Where  are  the  fruits 
of  the  Spirit?  No  matter  about  any  other  thing.  Beware  of  false 
prophets!  A  good  tree  brings  forth  good  fruit,  and  an  evil  tree 
brings  forth  evil  fruit.  We  must  go  to  the  vine  for  grapes.  Deut. 
xxxii.  32,  “For  their  vine  is  the  vine  of  Sodom,  and  of  the  fields  of 
Gomorrah;  their  grapes  are  grapes  of  gall,  their  clusters  are  bitter; 
their  wine  is  the  poison  of  dragons,  and  the  cruel  venom  of  asps.” 
We  must  be  kind  to  our  enemies.  The  church  is  one  body.  Sects 
are  opposed  to  each  other.  If  thy  brother  will  not  hearken,  let 
him  be  as  a  heathen. 

MR.  MAJOR'S  SECOND  REPLY. 

Mr.  President, — The  explanation  of  friend  Kohr  is  as  clear  as 
mud.  I  guess  he  feels  like  the  young  preacher  who  took  a  great 
text,  and  after  blundering  and  stammering  for  a  long  time,  at  last 
said,  “  The  Apostle  Paul  seems  to  have  been  confused.”  I  will 
now  defend  the  M.  E.  Church  in  regard  to  the  subject  of  Infant 
Baptism. 

1.  My  first  argument  is  the  covenant  character  of  the  ordinance. 
A  man  who  is  not  baptized  is  not  a  member  of  the  visible  Church. 
The  Christian  Church  is  a  continuation  of  the  Jewish  Church. 
Children  were  admitted  into  the  Jewish  Church.  The  law  to  ad¬ 
mit  children  into  the  Church  was  never  repealed.  If  the  law  had 
been  repealed  there  would  have  been  serious  misleading,  unless  the 
repeal  had  been  published  publicly,  which  I  defy  any  man  to 
prove.  Acts  ii.  38,  “For  the  promise  is  unto  you  and  your  chil¬ 
dren.”  Peter  was  a  Jew.  IIow  would  a  Jew  understand  this  pas¬ 
sage?  Circumcision  and  baptism  both  occurred  in  connexion 
with  the  initiatory  rite.  We  want  Bible  evidence.  The  people 
will  not  gulp  down  a  mere  say-so.  1  Cor.  vii.  14,  “For  the  un¬ 
believing  husband  is  sanctified  by  the  wife,  and  the  unbelieving 
wife  is  sanctified  by  the  husband:  else  were  your  children  unclean, 
but  now  are  they  holy.”  Holy  by  being  consecrated  to  God  in  In¬ 
fant  Baptism. 

All  children  should  be  consecrated  to  the  Lord.  If  you  don’t 
watch  your  children,  they  will  run  off  to  th&  Methodists.  Matt. 


[  66  ] 

xix.  14,  “  Suffer  little  children,  and  forbid  them  not,  to  come  unto 
me:  for  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven.”  If  the  kingdom  of 
glory  is  here  meant  by  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  why  not  receive 
them  into  the  kingdom  of  grace,  unless  they  are  little  goats? 

We  come  now  to  Household  Baptism,. 

Let  us  first  examine  the  case  of  the  Philippian  jailer.  Friend 
Kohr  will  take  the  position  that  there  were  no  babies  in  his  family. 
I  say  that  the  great  probability  is  that  there  were.  I  have  a  little 
yellow-covered  book  of  John  Herr’s,  in  which  he  says  that  the 
word  house  in  the  New  Testament  does  not  include  children. 
When  John  Herr  said  that,  he  said  what  was  not  true.  1  Tim.  v. 
8,  “  But  if  any  provide  not  for  his  own,  and  especially  for  those  of 
his  own  house,  he  hath  denied  the  faith,  and  is  worse  than  an  infi¬ 
del.”  Are  we  commanded  to  provide  only  for  those  who  are  grown 
up,  and  suffer  the  poor  little  children  to  perish?  We  come  now  to 
the  house  of  Stephanas,  and  the  house  of  Lydia.  To  say  that 
there  were  no  children  in  any  of  these  families  is  ridiculous.  If 
there  were,  then  the  Apostles  baptized  infants.  There  is  no  in¬ 
stance  on  record  of  the  adult  children  of  Christian  parents  being 
baptized. 

Antiquity  of  Infant  Baptism.  It  was  not  denied  for  eleven 
centuries  after  the  birth  of  Christ.  Tertullian  wished  baptism  to 
be  delayed  until  near  death,  that  all  sin  might  be  washed  away. 
The  testimony  of  Irenceus,  Justin  Martyr,  Jerome,  Origen  and 
many  more  of  the  Christian  fathers  establish  conclusively  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  Infant  Baptism  in  the  Primitive  Church. 

One  hundred  and  fifty  years  after  the  death  of  St.  John,  a  coun¬ 
cil  of  sixty-six  bishops  sustained  infant  baptism  unanimously.  If 
there  had  been  an  innovation,  the  anti-Psedobaptists  would  have 
stood  in  long  lines  on  the  banks  of  every  creek  and  river,  and  made 
the  welkin  ring  with  their  earnest  protestations. 

In  the  twelfth  century,  a  certain  sect  of  the  Waldenses  opposed 
infant  baptism,  because  they  imagined  the  infants  would  be  damned. 
Let  us  notice  some  objections.  1.  Faith  is  necessary.  Faith  is 
necessary  for  salvation.  Will  infants  be  damned  because  they 
cannot  believe  ?  2.  There  is  no  command  for  infant  baptism.  We 

reply,  that  there  was  no  need  for  a  command.  The  law  to  admit 
children  into  the  church,  never  had  been  repealed.  There  is  no 
express  command  to  observe  the  Christian  Sabbath,  nor  for  females 
to  partake  of  the  communion. 
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ME.  KOBE’S  THI&D  ADDRESS. 

I  am  surprised  that  my  friend  should  spend  so  much  time  on  a  subject 
that  has  not  a  particle  of  proof.  He  brings  forward  the  39th  verse 
of  the  2d  chapter  of  Acts:  “For  the  promise  is  to  you  and  your 
children.”  This  does  not  prove  infant  baptism.  It  only  proves 
that  children  are  heirs  of  the  grace  of  God.  He  says  there  was  no 
need  for  a  command.  Under  the  Mosaic  dispensation  the  males 
only  were  circumcised.  The  females  received  a  sign.  You  baptize 
both  males  and  females.  Why  don’t  you  circumcise  them?  Where 
is  the  law  of  circumcision  repealed  ?  I  think  that  there  has  been 
no  proof  of  infant  baptism  presented,  and  I  am  sure  that  the  majo¬ 
rity  of  this  audience  will  agree  with  me.  I  have  proved  clearly  to 
every  impartial  hearer,  that  you  are  not  the  spouse  of  Christ,  that 
you  are  not  a  defenceless  church.  Christ  says,  “  Take  my  yoke 
upon  you,  and  learn  of  me,  for  I  am  meek  and  lowly  in  heart.”  I 
can  bear  all  your  ridicule.  The  reason  I  am  here  is  to  do  good. 
My  opponent  has  got  off  the  subject.  If  we  do  not  bear  all  things, 
■we  are  not  the  children  of  Christ.  When  the  Methodists  preach, 
they  have  constables  to  protect  them.  If  they  are  disturbed,  they 
prosecute  the  disturbers.  Perhaps  you  may  ask,  “What  is  the  law 
for?  ”  God  instituted  law  for  sinners.  He  forgot  infant  baptism, 
but  he  did  not  forget  evil  doers.  The  law  was  made  for  the  un¬ 
godly.  It  was  not  made  for  the  righteous.  If  you  call  on  the  law, 
you  become  a  partaker  with  evil  doers. 

ME-  MAJOE’S  THIRD  REPLY. 

>  Mr.  President, — Without  noticing  the  silly  and  childish  asser¬ 
tions  of  my  opponent,  I  will  proceed  to  defend  the  M.  E.  Church 
in  regard  to  civil  government,  law,  and  oaths. 

1.  Civil  government  is  of  divine  appointment.  Rom.  xiii.  17, 
Titus  iii.  1,  1  Peter  ii.  13. 

2.  It  is  for  the  protection  of  the  innocent,  and  the  terror  of  evil 
doers. 

3.  It  is  founded  in  necessity,  it  is  sanctioned  by  reason  and  reve¬ 
lation,  and  claims  the  support  of  all  good  citizens. 

From  these  premises  we  draw  the  following  conclusions. 

1.  Without  law  there  can  be  no  government. 

2.  Without  penal  sanction,  there  can  be  no  law. 

3.  Without  executing  the  laws,  there  can  be  no  terror  to  evil 
doers. 
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4.  The  government  must  be  sustained  by  taxes. 

5.  We  should  exercise  the  elective  franchise. 

6.  We  should  assist  in  executing  just  laws. 

We  come  now  to  the  subject  of  going  to  law.  In  Matt.  v.  40, 
we  read,  “And  if  any  man  will  sue  thee  at  the  law,  and  take  away 
thy  coat,  let  him  have  thy  cloak  also.”  This  passage  implies  that 
there  was  cause  for  the  prosecution,  and  for  the  taking  away  of 
both  the  coat  and  cloak.  1  Cor.  vi.  1.  “Dare  any  of  you,  having 
a  matter  against  another,  go  to  law  before  the  unjust  and  not  be¬ 
fore  the  saints?”  In  this  verse  going  to  law  before  Christians  is 
expressly  allowed.  Here  let  us  inquire  into  the  practice  of  Paul, 
in  regard  to  law. 

Acts  xxii.  25.  “And  as  they  bound  him  with  thongs,  Paul  said 
unto  the  centurion  that  stood  by,  Is  it  lawful  for  you  to  scourge  a 
man  that  is  a  Roman,  and  uncondemned?”  We  learn  from  this 
text  that  Paul  recognised  the  validity  of  law,  by  invoking  its  pro¬ 
tection. 

Acts  xxiii.  3.  “  God  shall  smite  thee,  thou  whited  wall.”  Why 

did  not  Paul  turn  the  other  cheek? 

Acts  xxv.  10.  “  I  stand  at  Caesar’s  judgment  seat,  where  I  ought 

to  be  judged.”  Here  is  an  appeal  from  a  lower  to  a  higher  court. 

The  subject  of  oaths  now  invites  our  attention.  Matt.  v.  34. 
“But  I  say  unto  you,  Swear  not  at  all.”  The  Jews  were  addicted 
to  profane  swearing  in  their  common  conversation.  It  was  the 
practice  of  profane  swearing  that  our  Saviour  prohibited. 

Heb.  vi.  16.  “For  men  verily  swear  by  the  greater;  and  an 
oath  for  confirmation  is  an  end  of  all  strife.”  Legal  oaths  are  here 
permitted.  We  have  many  passages  in  which  Paul  made  use  of 
solemn  oaths.  Rom.  i.  9,  1  Thess.  ii.  5-10,  Gal.  i.  20,  2  Cor.  i. 
18,  23. 

MR.  HOUR’S  FOURTH  REPLY. 

You  have  heard  him  trying  to  prove  that  Paul  swore.  Mr.  Kohr, 
after  making  some  remarks  concerning  oaths,  proceeded  to  deny 
all  the  arguments  of  Mr.  Major,  until  he  was  informed  that  his 
time  was  up.  lie  said  that  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Major  were  all  car¬ 
nal  reasoning. 

MR.  MAJOR’S  FOURTH  REPLY. 

Mr.  President: — I  call  your  attention  to  the  subjects  of  con¬ 
science,  rash  judgment,  and  excommunication. 

1.  Conscience.  It  is  a  faculty  common  to  all.  Prov.  xx.  23, 
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Rom.  ii.  4-15.  Liberty  of  conscience  is  the  right  of  all  men. 
Rom.  xv.  35,  1  John  i.  21.  Weak  consciences  should  be  tenderly 
treated.  1  Cor.  viii.  12,  x.  29,  Rom.  iv.  1.  We  infer  from  these 
texts,  that  no  man,  nor  body  of  men,  has  a  right  to  bind  another’s 
conscience ;  every  man  should  follow  his  own  conscience ;  it  is  im¬ 
portant  to  keep  a  clear  conscience. 

2.  Rash  judging.  Christ  forbids  it.  Matt.  vii.  1,  Luke  vi.  37. 
Paul  and  Peter  reprove  it.  Rom.  xiv.  4,  x.  13,  14, 1  Cor.  iv.  3-5, 
James  iv.  11,  12.  Charity  is  recommended  in  1  Cor.  xiii.,  xvi.  14, 
1  Peter  iv.  8,  2  Peter  i.  7.  Thus  we  are  taught  that  we  owe  a  debt 
of  love  to  all,  and  that  censoriousness  is  not  the  spirit  of  true  Chris¬ 
tianity.  Paul  was  willing  to  become  all  things  to  ail  men  to  win 
them  over  to  the  side  of  truth  and  God. 

3.  Excommunication.  The  cause  is  given  in  1  Cor.  v.  1-13,  2 
Thess.  iii.  6,  Titus  iii.  10.  There  may  be  a  liability  to  too  great 
severity.  This  is  provided  against  in  Col.  iii.  19,  1  Cor.  vii.  3-5. 
The  relations  and  duties  of  masters  and  servants,  teachers  and 
scholars,  parents  and  children,  husbands  and  wives,  are  clearly  laid 
down  in  these  passages. 

In  regard  to  all  these  points,  we  can  prove  by  incontestable  facts 
that  the  New  Mennonites  are  offenders. 

They  bind  heavy  burdens  upon  men’s  consciences,  which  are  too 
grievous  to  be  borne. 

They  judge  rashly  of  their  fellow  citizens,  and  exclude  them 
from  any  title  to  the  blessings  of  the  gospel  of  Christ. 

They  invade  the  hallowed  precincts  of  the  domestic  circle,  and 
separate  parent  and  child,  husband  and  wife. 

We  learn,  however,  that  they  are  becoming  somewhat  remiss  in 
carrying  out  their  rules  in  regard  to  excommunication. 

Their  regulations  are  strictly  adhered  to,  as  long  as  strangers 
are  about,  but  when  they  depart,  the  excommunicated  come  down 
from  the  garret,  the  place  of  their  exile,  and  eat  at  the  same  table, 
and  sleep  in  the  same  bed  as  they  did  formerly. 

MS.  ROHR'S  FIFTH  ADDRESS. 

My  opponent  has  not  the  right  spirit.  We  know  that  there  is  a 
positive  command  to  put  away  the  offenders,  and  let  them  be  as 
the  heathen.  We  should  obey  God  rather  than  man. 

We  do  not  separate  husbands  and  wives  and  parents  and  chil¬ 
dren.  They  separate  themselves. 

We  do  not  condemn.  It  is  the  Word  of  God  that  condemns. 
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MS.  MAJOR’S  FIFTH  REPLY. 

Mr.  President, — The  Lord  Jesus  Christ  commanded  liis  disci¬ 
ples  to  “  Go  into  all  the  world,  and  preach  the  gospel  to  every 
creature.”  The  New  Mennonites  have  neglected  to  do  this. 
They  are  too  much  attached  to  their  big  farms.  The  express 
command  of  our  Saviour,  and  the  example  of  his  Apostles,  make 
this  duty  binding  on  all  those  who  profess  to  be  Christians. 

The  extent  of  this'  obligation  reaches  as  far  as  our  oppor¬ 
tunity  and  ability.  The  New  Mennonites  have  not  obeyed 
according  to  their  opportunity  and  ability,  while  the  M.  E.  Church 
has  surpassed  all  others.  Contrast  the  results  of  the  New  Men- 
nonite  with  those  of  the  Primitive  Church,  that  in  three  centuries 
overturned  the  empire  of  the  Romans,  and  seated  itself  upon  the 
throne  of  the  proud  Csesars.  Contrast  them  with  the  Church  of 
the  Reformation,  that  drove  back  the  Popish  legions,  and  estab¬ 
lished  religious  freedom  upon  a  firm  and  immovable  basis.  Con¬ 
trast  them  with  our  own  Church,  that  in  little  more  than  a  century 
has  gathered  millions  into  its  fold.  I  charge  them  wdth  a  general 
neglect  of  the  poor.  They  require  a  man  to  be  rich  in  order  to 
join  them.  They  not  only  neglect  the  poor,  they  do  not  attend  to 
the  sick.  They  are  afraid  of  persecution.  I  have  heard  of  two  of 
their  preachers  who  went  out  West,  and  made  an  appointment  to 
preach  in  a  certain  place.  When  the  time  came,  they  learned  that 
probably  there  would  be  some  disturbance.  Instead  of  going 
boldly  in  the  name  of  their  Master,  and  declaring  what  they 
believed  was  the  truth,  whether  men  would  hear  or  forbear,  they 
concluded  that  discretion  was  the  better  part  of  valour.  So  they 
ran  away,  and  lived  to  fight  the  Methodists  this  blessed  day. 

MR.  KGHR’S  CLOSING-  ADDRESS. 

I  am  one  of  the  persons  alluded  to  in  the  last  remarks.  As  far 
as  I  know  there  is  no  foundation  for  the  reflections  that  have  been 
cast  upon  us.  We  do  attend  to  the  poor,  and  we  do  not  neglect 
the  sick.  But  he  can  go  on.  I  have  proved  to  an  impartial  au¬ 
dience  that  the  M.  E.  Church  is  not  the  spouse  of  Christ,  nor  any 
of  the  living  and  fruitful  branches  of  the  true  vine. 

MR.  MAJOR’S  CLOSING  ADDRESS- 

Mr.  President, — I  will  briefly  recapitulate  the  arguments  I 
have  offered.  In  the  first  place,  I  showed  the  ambiguity  of  the 
term  Church,  and  the  nature  and  evidences  of  a  true  Spiritual 
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Church.  I  next  explained  the  subject  of  Infant  Baptism.  I 
then  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of  Civil  Government,  Law, 
Oaths,  Conscience,  Rash  Judging,  Excommunication,  and  the 
Apostolic  Commission.  In  all  these  points  we  found  that  the  M. 
E.  Church  was  more  in  accordance  with  the  Word  of  God  than 
the  New  Mennonites. 

I  have  taken  the  trouble  to  preoare  a  few  statistics,  showing  the 
comparative  increase  of  the  two  denominations.  The  New  Men¬ 
nonites  have  increased  at  the  rate  of  twenty-one  per  year,  and  now 
number  about  one  thousand.  At  this  rate  it  would  require  forty 
millions  of  years  for  them  to  convert  the  world.  The  Methodists 
have  increased  at  the  rate  of  twenty  thousand  per  year,  and  now 
number  two  millions.  At  this  rate  they  would  convert  the  world 
in  four  hundred  thousand  years.  That  is,  it  would  take  the  New 
Mennonites  thirty-nine  million  years  longer  than  the  Methodists 
to  convert  the  world. 

Who  then  for  a  moment  will  believe  that  the  New  Mennonites 
are  the  only  true  followers  of  Jesus  Christ?  Alas!  I  am  afraid 
that  they  are  deceiving  and  being  deceived;  and  of  some  of  them 
it  may  be  said:  “Wo  unto  them!  for  they  have  gone  in  the  way 
of  Cain,  and  ran  greedily  after  the  error  of  Balaam  for  reward, 
and  perished  in  the  gainsaying  of  Core.”  If  they  are  the  true 
Church  of  Christ,  then,  we  say  it  boldly,  Christianity  is  a  failure. 
Why,  sir,  they  do  not  occupy  the  same  ground  that  they  did  twenty 
years  ago.  Christianity  is  not  a  failure,  but  John  Herr’s  little 
sect  is  a  decided  failure.  Where  are  their  great  moral  heroes, 
who  have  taken  their  lives  in  their  hands,  and  gone  through  all 
the  world  preaching  the  unsearchable  riches  of  Christ?  Where 
are  their  Cokes  and  their  Asburies?  Where  is  the  record  of  their 
persecutions,  their  sufferings,  their  trials  and  their  triumphs? 
What  have  they  done  to  enlighten  and  bless  the  world?  Where 
are  their  trophies  and  their  monuments?  Let  the  speeches  of 
friend  Kohr,  to-day,  answer  these  questions  to  the  world. 


